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Tiny homes and sleeping cabins are often touted as a quick and efficient solution to providing shelter or housing
for unhoused individuals. No known knowledge syntheses have amalgamated this body of literature, and this is
needed to inform future research, practice and policy. To address this gap, we conducted a scoping review using
the framework advanced by Arksey and O’Malley. We searched seven databases supplemented by a search of
grey literature. We included studies that were empirical, non-empirical, of any design, and both peer-reviewed
and non-peer-reviewed literature. This search yielded 116 unique articles following the removal of duplicates.
Over half of the included articles were empirical (n = 65; 56 %) and less than half were peer-reviewed (n = 43;
37.1 %). The majority of articles represented literature pertaining to the United States (n = 89; 76.7) and Canada
(n = 14; 12.1 %). We generated four themes in our narrative synthesis: 1) Tiny homes and sleeping cabins as a
viable component of a broader solution to homelessness; 2) How to make it happen; 3) Critical perspectives on
the use of tiny homes and sleeping cabins as a response to homelessness; and 4) It’s better than nothing. We
conclude that a range of articles on this topic have been published, yet this literature remains under-developed
with few empirical studies providing evidence for the effectiveness of tiny homes and sleeping cabins over other
interventions. More empirical research is needed to warrant the use of tiny homes and sleeping cabins as a
response to homelessness in light of literature on alternative approaches.

homelessness services are typically designed and delivered at the
municipal level. With limited resources, municipalities frequently feel

Introduction

Though a range of efforts to prevent and end homelessness have been
deployed, this serious social problem continues to grow internationally.
Globally, an estimated 150 million individuals experience homelessness
every year, with 2 million forcefully evicted from their homes and 1.8
billion people living in inadequate housing conditions (UN Habitat
2025). In high-income countries where there are adequate resources to
resolve homelessness, its presence represents a serious human rights
violation that appears to be the consequence of a lack of political will to
address this social problem (Eisenmann and Origanti, 2019). Although
housing and healthcare are frequently in the purview of federal and
regional levels of government in many countries, housing and
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abandoned by higher levels of government in managing the problem of
homelessness, for which broader structural solutions beyond munici-
palities are needed (Donaldson et al., 2025). In the interim, municipal-
ities and persons who experience homelessness continue to find ways to
manage this seemingly intractable problem in their communities, often
feeling under-resourced and overwhelmed by the human suffering they
observe daily.

The observable growth of homelessness in most communities,
coupled with the lack of resources provided to address this problem, has
motivated many individual citizens and community groups to find ways
of supporting individuals living in shelters and encampments in
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whatever ways are possible within their means. Often, this involves
gathering resources to support the survival of their unhoused neighbours
including crocheting plastic mats for people who are unhoused
(Bhargava, 2021), collecting and distributing socks, underwear, hats
and mittens to unhoused persons (Hampshire, 2023), and distributing
food to residents in encampments (Ricci, 2018; Greenblatt, 2018). Such
efforts have not only enabled unhoused persons to access resources for
survival but have also provided individual community members and
advocacy groups with opportunities to enact agency in contributing to
solutions in the face of a problem that regional and federal governments
have failed to adequately address. One such approach emerging in
popularity in recent years is the use of tiny homes and sleeping cabin
(THSC) communities as an alternative to traditional shelters and en-
campments. Advocates of THSCs, an approach that has been rapidly
growing in popularity across North America, argue that they can provide
viable permanent or temporary shelter for unhoused persons in the
absence of available and safe shelter beds, deeply affordable housing,
and effective upstream policy approaches for preventing and ending
homelessness (Mitchell, 2023; Petz, 2024; Ferry et al., 2022).

What are “tiny homes” and “sleeping cabins?”

A range of terms are used to describe THSCs in literature and popular
discourse including “tiny homes”, “tiny shelters,” “tiny cabins,” “micro-
housing”, “micro-homes,” “sleeping cabins,” and “sleeping shelters,”
among others. Housing that is 20m? or smaller, self-contained, and in-
clusive of a bedroom area, small kitchen and private bathroom are
typically referred to as “tiny homes” or “micro-housing” (Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation 2024). This form of housing is often
regarded as a possible solution to providing permanent and high-quality
housing in the context of a housing affordability crisis for any individual
in the general population. Tiny homes are further touted as a sustainable
solution designed to reduce overall consumption, thereby heralding
minimalism as a virtue and a solution to mitigating the environmental
impacts of a capitalist society (Bingham and Howells, 2025). Housing as
small as 7.5m? and including a bed and a lockable door, but lacking a
self-contained private bathroom or kitchen facilities are often referred to
as “tiny cabins,” “sleeping cabins” and “sleeping shelters” (Barker,
2021). Beyond size and constitution, “sleeping cabins” differ from “tiny
homes” in that sleeping cabins are typically meant to provide temporary,
transitional shelter for an individual who is unhoused while they await
permanent or other forms of transitional housing (Chandler, 2023).
Unlike the perceived minimality, sustainability, and permanence of tiny
homes, sleeping cabins are often seen as a short-term alternative to
shelters for persons experiencing homelessness. In the midst of this
range of terminology, that at times is conflated in the literature, the topic
of THSCs can be confusing. As such, for clarity, and for the purposes of
this paper, we have adopted the term “tiny home” to refer to permanent
housing with amenities including running water, kitchen facilities, and a
private bathroom, and “sleeping cabin” as a temporary shelter solution
meant for persons experiencing homelessness that lacks these amenities
in a self-contained unit.

” <. ” <.

What is the evidence for THSCs as a response to homelessness?

In recent years, there have been increased calls in some communities
to leverage THSCs to fill a gap in existing housing and shelter systems.
These calls have been primarily represented in mainstream media arti-
cles describing the specific use of sleeping cabins (SCs) as transitional
housing (Mitchell, 2023), the use of tiny homes (THs) as transitional
housing for veterans who are leaving homelessness (Konnert, 2023), and
the value of tiny home and sleeping cabin (THSC) communities for
facilitating belonging among persons who experience homelessness
(Green, 2023). Increasingly, municipalities are collaborating with or-
ganizations and community advocates by providing funding to establish
and maintain THSC communities. These THSC communities are seen as
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an alternative to traditional shelter beds with millions of dollars dedi-
cated to initiatives across North America (Westoll, 2023; Khalid, 2021;
Bueckhert, 2023; City of Portland 2025). Critics argue that there is
limited evidence to support the re-allocation of existing public funding
away from shelters and permanent housing solutions to fund precarious
THSC communities (Chandler, 2023), and that THSCs cost more to
establish and operate than emergency shelters and motel room programs
(Greene et al., 2025). Little is known about the scope of literature on the
topic of THSCs as a response to homelessness, and there are no known
knowledge syntheses that have amalgamated existing literature on this
topic. Synthesizing this body of literature is essential for informing
future research, practice, and policy efforts in this area.

The current study

Anecdotal evidence indicates that THSC communities are growing
across North America, and little is known about the state of existing
literature on this topic. There is a need to understand the scope and
range of existing literature to inform future research efforts, to provide
information for practitioners working with individuals who experience
homelessness, and to policymakers, who are tasked with making de-
cisions regarding allocating public funding for housing and homeless-
ness services. To understand the range and breadth of this body of
literature, we sought to address the research question: What is the range
and scope of literature on THSCs as a response to homelessness in high-
income countries internationally?

Methodology

We conducted a scoping review using the process described by
Arksey and O’Malley (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005), following PRISMA
ScR guidelines (Tricco et al., 2018). Scoping reviews are an evidence
synthesis strategy aimed at summarizing existing literature to inform
research, policy, and practice (Munn et al., 2018). Arksey and O’Mal-
ley’s (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005) framework includes five distinct
phases: 1) identifying the research question; 2) identifying relevant
studies; 3) selecting appropriate studies; 4) charting the data; and 5)
collating, summarizing, and reporting the results. Each of these pro-
cesses are described below. Our protocol was prospectively registered
with Open Science Framework (Marshall et al., 2022).

Search strategy

The search strategy was developed in collaboration with an aca-
demic research librarian, an author on this study (RI). Our search
combined the concepts of homeless (e.g. Ill-housed person*; Homeless
persons; Homeless*; Unhoused) and THSC (e.g. Tiny home*; Sleeping
cabin*; Micro-home*) using a Boolean “AND”. We searched a total of
seven research databases (ASSIA; CINAHL; Embase; Medline; Proquest
Dissertations and Theses; Social Services Abstracts; Social Work Ab-
stracts). We also conducted an extensive search of other key databases
and grey literature (Australian Institute of Health & Welfare;, CMHC
Library; European Journal of Homelessness; Google; Google Scholar;
Homeless Hub; Homelessness Australia; Institute of Global Homeless-
ness Hub; International Journal of Homelessness). After considering
each platform’s command language, controlled vocabulary, and
appropriate search fields, the search strategy was translated for each
database. A sample of our search, deployed in Medline, is provided in
Appendix 1. Further, the reference lists of all included studies were
screened to identify any additional articles not captured using our search
strategy (Tricco et al., 2018). Our search was originally deployed in
November 2022 and updated in July 2024.

Study selection

We uploaded our searches from each database into Covidence™, a
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cloud-based software program that assists with collaborative review and
data extraction (Munn et al., 2018). Our team acted as two independent
raters to screen titles and abstracts and conduct a full-text review by
comparing each included article against pre-established inclusion and
exclusion criteria. These criteria are provided in Table 1. Conflicts
arising during either of these stages were resolved by consensus. When
a conflict could not be resolved using two raters, a third rater was
asked to resolve the conflict.

Data extraction

We used a custom data extraction form developed in Covidence
(VeritasHealthInnovation 2016) which we used to extract the
following information from all included articles: author(s); year of
publication; study design; peer review status (peer-reviewed/non-
peer-reviewed); community type (urban/rural); participant
characteristics; tiny home/-sleeping cabin type; and country in which
participants were sampled, or the study pertained.

Narrative synthesis

We uploaded all included articles to Dedoose (SocioCultural
Research Consultants L. Dedoose 2018), a cloud-based qualitative data
management program, to facilitate the analysis of included papers.
Several team members coded relevant statements pertaining to the
use of THSCs as a response to homelessness in all included studies. To
do this, we read each article in full, and coded statements inductively
using descriptive codes in an attempt to retain the original meanings
intended by the authors of included studies. Each code was then
organized into categories. These categories were arranged into themes
which were refined through extensive discussion and consensus
across several team meetings. This process occurred between April
2023 and March 2025.

Findings

We identified 116 unique articles after the removal of duplicates
published between 1965-2024 (Alexander, 2017; Alexander, 2019;
Alexander, 2022; Antczak, 2023; Arredondo, 2023; Australian Centre
for Social Innovation 2019; Awad, 2022; Babayan et al., 2021; Bartho-
lomew et al., 2019; Beveridge, 2023; Bezgrebelna et al., 2023; Bohn,
2023; Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019; Bowers, 2024; Bozorg and Miller,
2014; Brallier and Southworth, 2024; Brisson et al.,, 2024;
Brokenshire, 2019; Brokenshire, 2018; Brotman, 2020; Calhoun et al.,
2022; Cassel-man, 2024; Chaland, 2021; Albert CoP 2024;
Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022; Day, 2019; Day, 2019;
Deniro, 2023; Donnelly, 2018; Douglas, 2023; Earl, 2023; Escalante
and Wong, 2020; Evans,

Table 1
Inclusion Criteria.
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2020; Evans, 2022; Evans, 2023; Evans, 2024; Esch, 2023; Falstad and
Cloutier, 2020; Fivecoat-Campbell, 2016; Ford and Gomez-Lanier, 2017;
Furst, 2017; Gabel and Schmitz, 2022; Garcia, 2024; Giamarino, 2023;
Gilmour, 2023; Gochnour 2023; Gold et al., 2021; Food and Shelter,
2019; Gulliver-Garcia, 2016; Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters 2022;
Henderson, 2019; Herzog, 2019; Hitzke, 2021; Watch, 2024; Hunte,
2024; Huntington, 2016; Jackson et al., 2020; James and Shahab, 2024;
Jervis, 2024; Johnson, 2019; Johnston, 2022; Leavitt, 2019; Leickly
et al., 2022; Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Longworth, 2019;
Loukaitou-Sideris et al., 2023; Luoni, 2019; Lynch et al., 2023; Malott
2021; Margier, 2021; Margier, 2023; Marshall et al., 2022; Martinez,
2018; McGuffin, 2021; Mendelson, 2021; Viewpoint, 2021; Mingoya,
2015; Mogk et al., 2020; National Coalition for Homeless Veterans n.d.;
Noguchi, 2023; Strategies O. 2024; Orr et al., 2023; Pable, 2023; Pamuk
and Umarov, 2022; Phillips and Hamilton, 1996; Pickerill et al., 2023;
Pope, 2018; Przybylinski, 2023; Reidy, 2023; Raise the Roof 2016;
Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021; Rumboldt, 2022; Scally et al., 2020;
Schuler, 2023; Scoccimaro, 2021; Seeley, 2020; Shearer and Burton,
2023; Siahaan, 2023; Silver, 2023; Stevens and Dhungel, 2024; Tanner,
1965; Trambley, 2021; Trauth, 2021; Urban, 2016; Viso, 2022; Waters,
2022; Wasserman et al., 2023; Wilson, 2021; Wilson et al., 2022; Win,
2023; Winkler et al., 2022; Wood, 2023; Wong et al., 2020; Martinez,
2018) (See Fig. 1 for a summary of our article selection process). Of the
included articles, n = 43 (37.1 %) were peer reviewed, n = 40 (34.5 %)
were not peer reviewed, and n = 33 (28.4 %) were dissertations or
theses. Almost half (n = 51; 44.0 %) were non-empirical and included
primarily opinion papers, organizational reports and practice guides.
Those that were empirical (n = 65; 56.0 %) were mostly qualitative (n =
43; 37.1 %). Only two of the included quantitative studies were exper-
imental (Escalante and Wong, 2020; Win, 2023), and both evaluated the
seismic performance of THSCs. None evaluated the effectiveness of
THSC on health or social outcomes beyond observational studies
(Escalante and Wong, 2020; Win, 2023). Non-empirical studies were
primarily narrative reviews or opinion papers (n = 23; 19.8 %) and
organizational reports (n = 15; 12.9 %).

A total of n = 89 (76.7 %) included studies were conducted in or
pertained to THSCs in the United States, n = 14 (12.1 %) in Canada, n =
4 (3.4 %) in Australia, n = 1 (0.8 %) each in North America and the
United Kingdom, and n = 7 (6.0 %) were international in focus. In terms
of the type of shelter referred to in included articles, n = 49 (42.2 %)
pertained to THs (i.e. small homes with integrated amenities), n = 29
(25.0 %) pertained to SCs (i.e. no integrated amenities), and n = 33 (28.4
%) pertained to both THs and SCs in the same article. The type of shelter
was not specified in n = 5 (4.3 %) articles. See Table 2 for a complete
summary of the characteristics of the included articles, and Table 3 for a
list of the characteristics of all included articles.

1) articles pertained to all ages
2) articles published in all years
3) empirical or non-empirical articles
4) any study design
5) dissertations or theses
6) book chapters
7) articles published in any language

8) articles pertaining to the use of tiny homes or sleeping cabins in countries classified as high-income according to criteria established by the World Bank (World Bank 2025)

Exclusion Criteria
1) conference abstracts
2) papers describing student projects (i.e. capstone projects)
3) book reviews
4) entire books
5) articles published on websites or mainstream media

6) articles pertaining to the use of tiny homes or sleeping cabins in countries classified as middle- or low-income according to criteria established by the World Bank (World Bank

2025)
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Fig. 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram.

Narrative synthesis

We generated four themes in our narrative synthesis: 1) THSCs as a
viable component of a broader solution to homelessness; 2) How to
make it happen; 3) Critical perspectives on the use of THSCs as a
response to homelessness; and 4) It’s better than nothing. Each of these
themes and associated sub-themes are discussed in the following
narrative synthesis.

Theme 1: THSCs as a viable component of a broader solution to
homelessness

In n = 94 (81.0 %) articles included in this review, the authors
described how THSCs were not a panacea for homelessness yet discussed
the value of this approach as one part of a broader strategy for

responding to homelessness (Alexander, 2017; Alexander, 2019; Alex-
ander, 2022; Antczak, 2023; Arredondo, 2023; Australian Centre for
Social Innovation 2019; Awad, 2022; Babayan et al., 2021; Bartholo-
mew et al., 2019; Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019; Bowers, 2024; Bozorg
and Miller, 2014; Brisson et al., 2024; Brokenshire, 2019; Brokenshire,
2018; Brotman, 2020; Calhoun et al., 2022; Casselman, 2024; Albert
CoP 2024; Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Day, 2019; Day, 2019; Deniro,
2023; Earl, 2023; Evans, 2020; Evans, 2022; Evans, 2023; Esch, 2023;
Falstad and Cloutier, 2020; Fivecoat-Campbell, 2016; Ford and
Gomez-Lanier, 2017; Furst, 2017; Gabel and Schmitz, 2022; Giamarino,
2023; Gilmour, 2023; Gold et al., 2021; Food and Shelter, 2019; Ham-
ilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters 2022; Henderson, 2019; Hitzke, 2021;
Watch, 2024; Hunte, 2024; Huntington, 2016; Jackson et al., 2020;
James and Shahab, 2024; Jervis, 2024; Johnson, 2019; Johnston, 2022;
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Table 2
Summary of Included Articles (n = 116).
Characteristic
Study Design n (%)
Non-empirical articles 51 (44.0)
Narrative reviews/opinion papers 23(19.8)
Organizational report 15 (12.9)
Book chapter 9(7.8)
Thesis proposal 2(1.7)
Practice guide 1 (0.9)
Proposal 1 (0.9)
Empirical studies 65 (56.0)
Qualitative 43 (37.1)
Case study 20 (17.2)
General qualitative 14 (12.1)
Ethnography 5(4.3)
Arts-based 3(2.6)
Narrative 1 (0.9
Phenomenology 1 (0.9)
Participatory co-design 1 (0.9)
Quantitative 11 (9.5)
Cross-sectional 7 (6.0)
Experimental 21.7)
Longitudinal 2(1.7)
Mixed methods 11 (9.5)
Sequential explanatory 4(3.4)
Case study 3(2.6)
Participatory research with co-design 1(0.9)
Concurrent 21.7)
Ethnography 1 (0.9)
Peer review status
Peer reviewed 43 (37.1)
Non-peer reviewed 40 (34.5)
Dissertation/thesis 33(28.4)
Community type
Urban 93 (80.2)
Rural 4(3.4)
Mixed urban/rural 9(7.8)
Not specified 10 (8.6)
Country to which articles pertained
United States 89 (76.7)
Canada 14 (12.1)
Australia 4 (3.4
North America 1 (0.9)
United Kingdom 1(0.9)
International 7 (6.0)
Type of tiny home/sleeping cabin on which authors focused
Tiny home (small home with integrated amenities) 49 (42.2)
Sleeping cabin (cabin without integrated amenities) 29 (25.0)
Mixed (both tiny homes and sleeping cabins) 33 (28.4)
Not specified 5(4.3)

Note: Percentage sums do not all equal 100 due to rounding.

Leickly et al., 2022; Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Longworth,
2019; Loukaitou-Sideris et al., 2023; Luoni, 2019; Margier, 2021; Mar-
gier, 2023; Marshall et al., 2022; McGuffin, 2021; Mendelson, 2021;
Viewpoint, 2021; Mingoya, 2015; Mogk et al., 2020; National Coalition
for Homeless Veterans n.d.; Noguchi, 2023; Orr et al., 2023; Pable, 2023;
Phillips and Hamilton, 1996; Pickerill et al., 2023; Pope, 2018; Przy-
bylinski, 2023; Reidy, 2023; Raise the Roof 2016; Robertson and
Schweitzer, 2021; Scally et al., 2020; Schuler, 2023; Scoccimaro, 2021;
Seeley, 2020; Shearer and Burton, 2023; Siahaan, 2023; Silver, 2023;
Stevens and Dhungel, 2024; Tanner, 1965; Trambley, 2021; Trauth,
2021; Urban, 2016; Viso, 2022; Waters, 2022; Wilson, 2021; Wilson
et al., 2022; Win, 2023; Winkler et al., 2022; Wood, 2023; Wong et al.,
2020; Clowdus, 2023). Authors discussed concerns about the increasing
challenges of providing affordable housing to individuals living in
poverty in the context of a housing market that is increasingly unaf-
fordable (Alexander, 2022; Scoccimaro, 2021). Introducing THSCs was
positioned as a low-cost and rapid approach that could overcome
affordability challenges in the rental market and enable communities to
more adequately address homelessness (Johnson, 2019; Longworth,
2019; Trambley, 2021). Most authors advocated for the use of THSCs as
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a transitional solution that would enable persons experiencing home-
lessness to survive in the context of a lack of shelter beds and permanent
housing solutions (Antczak, 2023; Giamarino, 2023; Watch, 2024;
Noguchi, 2023). Having the stability of consistent shelter was seen as a
way of providing a foundation for leaving homelessness by helping
unhoused persons to prepare to transition successfully to permanent
housing by acquiring vocational skills and managing sobriety (Food and
Shelter, 2019; Huntington, 2016). Some authors highlighted that THSCs
could be used as an alternative to shelters for people who would not
otherwise choose to use shelters (Day, 2019; Mogk et al., 2020). Still
others identified that the affordability of market housing was so low
with no projected end in sight that THSC communities are needed now
and in the future as a permanent housing solution for persons at risk of
homelessness (Gold et al., 2021; Wong et al., 2020). For this reason,
authors recommended that THSC communities be funded by munici-
palities to ensure their successful implementation as part of a broader
array of needed shelter options (Mingoya, 2015).

Sub-Theme: the “Value add” of THSCs

The “value add” of THSCs in relation to the array of existing services
was inn = 69 (59.5 %) of the articles included in this review (Alexander,
2019; Alexander, 2022; Antczak, 2023; Arredondo, 2023; Awad, 2022;
Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019; Bowers, 2024; Brallier and Southworth,
2024; Brisson et al., 2024; Brokenshire, 2019; Calhoun et al., 2022;
Casselman, 2024; Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022; Day, 2019;
Deniro, 2023; Earl, 2023; Escalante and Wong, 2020; Evans, 2020;
Evans, 2024; Esch, 2023; Falstad and Cloutier, 2020; Furst, 2017; Gil-
mour, 2023; Gochnour 2023; Gold et al., 2021; Food and Shelter, 2019;
Gulliver-Garcia, 2016; Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters 2022; Her-
zog, 2019; Watch, 2024; Huntington, 2016; Jackson et al., 2020; James
and Shahab, 2024; Johnson, 2019; Johnston, 2022; Leickly et al., 2022;
Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Longworth, 2019; Marshall et al.,
2022; McGuffin, 2021; Mendelson, 2021; Mingoya, 2015; National
Coalition for Homeless Veterans n.d.; Noguchi, 2023; Pable, 2023;
Pamuk and Umarov, 2022; Phillips and Hamilton, 1996; Pickerill et al.,
2023; Pope, 2018; Przybylinski, 2023; Raise the Roof 2016; Robertson
and Schweitzer, 2021; Scally et al., 2020; Schuler, 2023; Scoccimaro,
2021; Shearer and Burton, 2023; Siahaan, 2023; Stevens and Dhungel,
2024; Trauth, 2021; Urban, 2016; Waters, 2022; Wilson, 2021; Wilson
etal., 2022; Win, 2023; Wood, 2023; Wong et al., 2020; Clowdus, 2023).
Authors indicated that a primary benefit of THSCs is that while they can
vary in cost, they can provide a more affordable alternative than
building permanent housing (Escalante and Wong, 2020; Evans, 2020;
Pamuk and Umarov, 2022; Pope, 2018; Robertson and Schweitzer,
2021; Wilson, 2021). Further THSCs were described as using less space,
consuming a smaller ecological footprint, and can be made quickly and
efficiently, thereby responding to the crisis of homelessness sooner than
permanent housing (Scoccimaro, 2021) while restoring dignity and
control to the lives of persons experiencing homelessness (Brisson et al.,
2024; Earl, 2023; Evans, 2023; Lindeback, 2024).

Living in tiny homes or sleeping cabins was described as providing
residents with increased opportunities for supporting their recovery
journey by providing increased access to meaningful activities that
could enhance well-being (Marshall et al., 2022; Noguchi, 2023; Sia-
haan, 2023; Clowdus, 2023). Co-locating community gardens within
THSC communities was described in one article as a strategy that could
not only provide opportunities for meaningful activity, but could also
help address food insecurity for residents (Food and Shelter, 2019). In
another article, the authors advocated for the use of THSC as places
where skills for employment could be taught, thereby increasing the
employability of residents (Falstad and Cloutier, 2020). Authors of other
articles argued that a sense of community spirit that is often present in
THSC communities, is often missing in shelters or other supportive
housing contexts (Siahaan, 2023).
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Table 3
Description of included articles (n = 116).
Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
Alexander (2017) ( Narrative review/ Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Alexander, 2017) opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Alexander (2019) ( Narrative review/ Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Alexander, 2019) opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Alexander (2022) ( Narrative review/ Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Alexander, 2022) opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States

Antczak (2023) (Antczak, Qualitative (case
2023) study)

Arredondo (2023) ( Qualitative (case
Arredondo, 2023) study)

Australian Centre for Organizational
Social Innovation report
(2019) (Australian
Centre for Social
Innovation 2019)

Awad (2023) (Awad, Qualitative (case
2022) study)

Babayan, Futrell, Stover
& Hagopian (2021) (
Babayan et al., 2021)

Quantitative
(cross-sectional)

Dissertation/ Urban
thesis

Not specified

Dissertation/ Urban
thesis

Not specified

Not peer- Urban n=93

reviewed

Peer- Urban n-42
reviewed

Peer- Urban n=67

reviewed

Age: Not specified

Family composition: Not
specified

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Age: Not specified

Family composition: Not
specified

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Age: Not specified

Family composition: Not
specified

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Age: Not specified

Family composition: Not
specified

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Age: Mixed youth and adults
(m = 45; sd=11.2; range
24-67)

Family composition: Not
specified

Race/ethnicity: White (n =
36; 56.3 %); Black (n = 4; 6.3
%); Latino (n = 5; 7.8 %);
American Indian/Alaska
Native (n = 6; 9.4 %); Asian
or Pacific Islander (n = 1; 1.6
%); Mixed race (n = 12; 18.8
%)

Sexual orientation:
Heterosexual (n = 51; 81.0
%); Lesbian, gay, bisexual, or
other (n = 12; 19.1 %)
Clinical characteristics:
Chronic health condition
(asthma, heart disease,
stomach or digestive

with focus)
integrated

amenities)

Mixed types Canada

(e.g. sleeping
cabins, tiny
home)

Tiny home (i. United States
e. small home

with

integrated

amenities)

Tiny home (i. Australia
e. small home

with

integrated

amenities)

Sleeping cabin ~ United States
(i.e. a cabin

without

amenities such

as running

water, cooking

facilities)

Mixed types United States
(e.g. sleeping
cabins, tiny

homes)

(continued on next page)



C.A. Marshall et al.

Table 3 (continued)

Wellbeing, Space and Society 10 (2026) 100339

Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
disorder, diabetes, high blood
pressure, HIV/AIDS) (n = 40;
64.5 %); Cancer (n = 3; 4.8
%); Chronic pain (arthritis,
gout, lupus, or fibromyalgia,
tooth pain) (n = 40; 64.5 %);
Sensory (any deafness or
blindness) (n = 20; 32.3 %);
Difficulty with movement or
physical disability (n = 28;
45.2 %); Past or current
family violence (n = 26; 41.9
%); Mental health condition
(major or clinical depression,
anxiety disorder, PTSD,
bipolar or manic-depressive
disorder, schizophrenia)
(n = 52; 83.9 %); Substance
dependence (n = 20; 32.3 %)

Bartholomew (2019) ( Narrative review/ Peer- Not n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Bartholomew et al., opinion paper reviewed specified e. small home (United States
2019) with focus)

integrated
amenities)

Beveridge (2023) ( Quantitative Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No Participants
Beveridge, 2023) (cross-sectional) thesis (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Bezgrebelna, Hajat, Narrative review/ Peer- Not n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Njenga, Settembrino, opinion paper reviewed specified (e.g. sleeping (International in
Vickery & Kidd (2023) ( cabins, tiny scope)
Bezgrebelna et al., homes)

2023)

Bohn (2023) (Bohn, Quantitative Dissertation/ Urban n=106 Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States

2023) (longitudinal) thesis Gender: n = 63 men; n = 41 (i.e. a cabin
women without
Family composition: Not amenities such
specified as running
Race/ethnicity: n = 90 water, cooking
White; n = 9 Hispanic; n =7, facilities)
Indigenous; n = 3 Black;n=1
Asian
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Bordelon & O’Hagan Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
(2019) (Bordelon and (participatory co- thesis e. small home (United States
O’Hagan, 2019) design) with focus)

integrated
amenities)

Bowers (2024) (Bowers, Qualitative (case Non-peer Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin  North America

2024) study) reviewed (i.e. a cabin
without
amenities such
as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Bozorg & Miller (2014) ( Narrative review/ Peer Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Bozorg and Miller, opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States
2014) with focus)

integrated
amenities)

Brallier & Southworth Qualitative Peer Urban n=44 Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
(2024) (Brallier and (general) reviewed Gender: n = 28 men; n = 16 e. small home

Southworth, 2024)

women
Family composition: Not
specified

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

with
integrated
amenities)

(continued on next page)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
Brisson, Hoops Calhoun &  Book chapter Non-peer Urban n=24 Age: Intervention group (n = Sleeping cabin  United States
Wilson (2024) (Brisson reviewed 39); Control group (m = 48) (i.e. a cabin
et al., 2024) Gender: Intervention group without
(48 % men; 43 % women; 9 % amenities such
trans or other gender); as running
Control group (40 % men; 52  water, cooking
% women; 8 % trans or other facilities)
gender)
Family composition: Not
specified
Race/ethnicity: Intervention
group (75 % White; 13 %
Black; 4 % Latino/Hispanic; 8
% other); Control group (40
% White; 20 % Black; 20 %
Latino/Hispanic; 4 %
Indigenous; 16 % other)
Sexual orientation:
Intervention group (68 %
heterosexual; 32 %
2SLGBTQIA+); Control group
(80 % heterosexual; 12 %
2SLGBTQIA+)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Brokenshire (2019) ( Narrative review/ Peer Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Brokenshire, 2019) opinion paper reviewed (e.g. sleeping (Australia focus)
cabins, tiny
homes)
Brokenshire (2018) ( Organizational Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Brokenshire, 2018) report reviewed (e.g. sleeping (Australian
cabins, tiny focus)
homes)
Brotman (2021) ( Quantitative Peer Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Brotman, 2020) (cross-sectional) reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Calhoun, Wilson, Mixed methods Peer- Not n=32 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
Chassman & Sasser (sequential reviewed specified Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
(2022) (Calhoun et al., explanatory) specified cabins, tiny
2022) Race/ethnicity: Asian or homes)
Pacific Islander (n = 2, 6.3
%); Black or African
American, not Latino (n = 5,
15.6 %); Latino or Hispanic (n
=5, 15.6 %); Native
American or American Indian
(n = 3, 9.4 %); White, not
Latino (n = 29, 90.6 %)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Casselman (2024) ( Mixed methods Not peer- Mixed n=41 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
Casselman, 2024) (case study) reviewed urban/ rural Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
specified cabins, tiny
Race/ethnicity: Not homes)
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Chaland (2021) (Chaland, Organizational Not peer- Mixed n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
2021) Report reviewed urban/rural e. small home (Canada focus)
with
integrated
amenities)
City of Prince Albert, Organizational Not peer- Rural Individual Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. Canada
Saskatchewan, (2024) ( report reviewed iterviews (n = 41) Family composition: Not e. small home

Albert CoP 2024)

Focus groups (n =
22)
Community wide

specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)

Sexual orientation: Not

(continued on next page)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
meeting (n = 39) specified
Total (n = 102) Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Clowdus (2023) ( Qualitative (case Dissertation/ Mixed Qualitative Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
Clowdus, 2023) study) thesis urban/rural interviews (number  Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
of participants Not specified cabins, tiny
specified) Race/ethnicity: Not homes)
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Cumberbatch-Pearson Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n=10 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
(2021) ( (general) thesis Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
Cumberbatch-Pearson specified cabins, tiny
2020) Race/ethnicity: Not homes)
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
D’Amato Stortz (2022) ( Organizational Not peer- Urban n=36 Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin ~ Canada
Stortz, 2022) report reviewed Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin
specified without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Day (2019a) (Day, 2019) Qualitative Peer- Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
(narrative) reviewed Family composition: Not e. small home
specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Day (2019b) (Day, 2019) Qualitative (case Dissertation/ Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
study) thesis Family composition: Not e. small home
specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
DeNiro (2023) (Deniro, Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
2023) (case study) thesis Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
specified cabins, tiny
Race/ethnicity: Not homes)
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Donnelly (2018) ( Narrative review/ Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Donnelly, 2018) opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Douglas (2023) (Douglas, Narrative review/ Peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
2023) opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Earl (2023) (Earl, 2023) Narrative review/ Peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
opinion paper reviewed e. small home (United States

with focus)
integrated
amenities)

(continued on next page)
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Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type

Escalante & Wong (2020)  Quantitative Not peer- Not n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No human
(Escalante and Wong, (experimental reviewed specified e. small home participants
2020) design) with (United States

integrated focus)
amenities)

Evans (2020) (Evans, Quantitative Peer- Not n/a Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
2020) (cross-sectional) reviewed specified Family composition: Mixed (e.g. sleeping

Race/ethnicity: Not cabins, tiny
specified homes)
Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Evans (2022) (Evans, Quantitative Peer- Urban n =154 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
2022) (cross-sectional) reviewed Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping

specified cabins, tiny
Race/ethnicity: Caucasian homes)

(89 %)

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Evans (2023) (Evans, Book chapter Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
2023) reviewed (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Evans (2024) (Evans, Qualitative (case Peer- Urban n=6 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
2024) study) reviewed Family composition: Mixed (e.g. sleeping

Race/ethnicity: Not cabins, tiny

specified homes)

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Esch (2023) (Esch, 2023) Book chapter Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
reviewed e. small home (United States

with focus)
integrated
amenities)

Falstad & Cloutier (2020)  Mixed methods Peer- Urban n = 3 (Group Age: Adults (range=30-70) Sleeping cabin  United Sates
(Falstad and Cloutier, (participatory reviewed interview PLEH); Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin
2020) research with co- n = 4 (Survey specified without

design) participants PLEH- Race/ethnicity: “the group amenities such

pre/post); is predominately African as running
n=>5 American” p22 water, cooking
(Service provider Sexual orientation: Not facilities)
interviews) specified

Clinical characteristics:

“Each of the resident

members of The Building

Community has experienced

long-term homelessness and

is living with multiple

challenges, such as substance

abuse/addictions, conviction

histories, limited formal

education, low fixed incomes,

chronic illnesses and physical

disabilities, among other

conditions” p22

Fivecoat-Campbell Narrative review/ Not peer- Not n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
(2016) ( opinion paper reviewed specified e. small home (United States
Fivecoat-Campbell, with focus)

2016) integrated
amenities)

Ford & Gomez-Lanier Narrative review/ Peer- Not n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
(2017) (Ford and opinion paper reviewed specified e. small home (international
Gomez-Lanier, 2017) with focus)

integrated
amenities)
Furst (2017) (Furst, 2017) Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n=11 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
(general) thesis Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping

10

specified
Race/ethnicity: Not

cabins, tiny
homes)

(continued on next page)
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Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Gabel & Schmitz (2022) ( Narrative review/ Peer- Not n/a n/a Not specified No participants
Gabel and Schmitz, opinion paper reviewed specified (United States
2022) focus)
Garcia (2024) (Garcia, Qualitative (case Peer- Urban n=20 Age: 65+ Mixed types United States
2024) study) reviewed Family composition: Not (i.e. wheeled
specified tiny homes,
Race/ethnicity: n = 17 (85 tiny homes,
%) White; n = 2 (10 %) sleeping
Latino; n = 1 (5 %) Asian cabins)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Giamarino (2023) Qualitative (arts- Dissertation/ Urban n=236 Age: m = 46 (30-68) Sleeping cabin  United States
(Giamarino, 2023) based) thesis Gender: n =23 (64 %) male;  (i.e. a cabin
n =12 (33 %) female Family  without
composition: Not specified amenities such

Gilmour (2023) (Gilmour,
2023)

Qualitative
(case study)

Race/ethnicity: n =10 (34 as running
%) mixed race; n =7 (24 %) water, cooking
Black/African American; n = facilities)
5 (17 %) Caucasian; n = 4

(14 %) Hispanic/Latinx; n =

2 (7 %) Indigenous; n =1 (3

%) Pacific Islander.

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Age: Not specified

Family composition: Not

specified

Race/ethnicity: Not

specified

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Age: Not specified

Dissertation/ Urban Not specified b . . Sleeping cabin  No participants
thesis Family composition: Not specified (i.e. a cabin (Japan/Canada
Race/ethnicity: Not specified s P
without focus)

Sexual orientation: Not specified .
Clinical characteristics: Not specified ~amenities such
as running

water, cooking
facilities)

(continued on next page)
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Cabin Type

Gochnour (2022) ( Book Chapter Peer- Urban n/a Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
Gochnour 2023) reviewed Family composition: Not e. small home

specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Gold, Salerno, Scally & Organizational Not peer- Urban n=10 Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
Oliver (2021) (Gold report reviewed Family composition: Not e. small home
et al.,, 2021) specified with

Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Greene (2019) (Food and Narrative review/ Not peer- Not n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Shelter, 2019) opinion paper reviewed specified (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Gulliver-Garcia (2016) ( Organizational Not peer- Mixed n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Gulliver-Garcia, 2016) report reviewed urban/rural e. small home (Canada focus)

with
integrated
amenities)

Hamilton Alliance for Organizational Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin  No participants
Tiny Shelters (2022) ( report reviewed (i.e. a cabin (Canada focus)
Hamilton Alliance for without
Tiny Shelters 2022) amenities such

as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Henderson (2019) ( Quantitative Dissertation/ Rural n=48 Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
Henderson,r 2019) (cross-sectional) thesis Family composition: Mixed e. small home

compositions with
Race/ethnicity: Caucasian integrated
(75 %); African American (8 amenities)
%); Hispanic (13 %); Other (4

%)

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Herzog (2019) (Herzog, Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n=3 Age: Mixed age groups (18+ Sleeping cabin  United States

2019) (general) thesis years old) (i.e. a cabin
Family composition: Not without
specified amenities such
Race/ethnicity: Not as running
specified water, cooking
Sexual orientation: Not facilities)
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Hitzke (2021) (Hitzke, Organizational Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
2021) report reviewed (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Human Rights Watch Organizational Not peer- Urban n=148 Age: Mixed age groups Sleeping cabin  United States
(2024) (Watch, 2024) report reviewed (18-74) composition: Not (i.e. a cabin

specified without
Race/ethnicity: half amenities such
appeared to be black, and as running
most people were of colour water, cooking
Sexual orientation: Not facilities)
specified

Clinical characteristics: 40
had physical and/or Physical
disabilities.

(continued on next page)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
Hunte (2024) (Hunte, Thesis proposal Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
2024) thesis e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Huntington (2016) ( Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n=10 Age: Adults (m = 44.8; range  Mixed types United States
Huntington, 2016) (general) thesis 35-56) (e.g. sleeping
Family composition: Single cabins, tiny
Race/ethnicity: Caucasian (1 homes)
=10, 100 %)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Jackson, Callea, Stampar,  Qualitative (case Peer- Urban n=12 Age: Mixed age groups Tiny home (i. United States
Sanders, De Los Rios &  study) reviewed Family composition: Mixed e. small home
Pierce (2020) (Jackson Race/ethnicity: Not with
et al., 2020) specified integrated
Sexual orientation: Not amenities)
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
James & Shahab (2024) ( Qualitative Peer- Urban n=16 Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United Kingdom
James and Shahab, (general) reviewed Family composition: Not e. small home
2024) Specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Jervis (2024) (Jervis, Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n = 3 (outreach Age: 30-80 Tiny home (i. Canada
2024) (general) thesis workers) Family composition: Not e. small home
n = 7 (unhoused Specified with
participants) Race/ethnicity: Unhoused integrated
participants: Unhoused amenities)
participants: white (n=4),
Indigenous Canadian (n=1),
Black (n=1), and Indian (n=1)
Outreach workers: not
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics:
Unhoused participants:
mental and physical health,
problems, and addictions.
Outreach workers: not
specified.
n/a
Johnson (2019) ( Qualitative (case Peer Urban n/a Tiny home (i. United States
Johnson, 2019) study) reviewed e. small home
with
integrated
Age: Not specified amenities)
Johnston (2022) ( Mixed methods Not Peer Urban n=36 Family composition: Not Sleeping cabin ~ Canada
Johnston, 2022) (concurrent) reviewed specified (i.e. a cabin
Race/ethnicity: Not without
specified amenities such
Sexual orientation: Not as running
specified water, cooking
Clinical characteristics: Not  facilities)
specified
Age: Not specified
Leavitt (2019) (Leavitt, Qualitative Dissertation,/ Urban n=19 Family composition: Not Tiny home (i. United States
2019) (ethnography) thesis specified e. small home

13

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

with
integrated
amenities)

(continued on next page)
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Leickly, Townley, Ferry &  Mixed methods Peer Urban n=9 Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
Petteni (2024) (Leickly (case study) reviewed Family composition: Single (i.e. a cabin
et al., 2022) Race/ethnicity: White (n = without
4); Black (n = 3); Latina (n = amenities such
1); Multiracial (n = 1) as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Leickly, Greene & Ferry Qualitative Peer Urban n=11 Age: m = 48 Mixed types United States
(2024) (Leickly et al., (general) reviewed Family composition: (e.g. sleeping
2024) Parents (n = 3 cabins, tiny
Race/ethnicity: White (n = homes)
6), Black (n = 3), Somali (n =
1), Uknown (n = 1)
Sexual orientation:
LGBTQIA+
Clinical characteristics:
mental health disability (n =
6), Physical disability (n = 7),
unknown (n = 1)
Lindeback (2024) ( Mixed methods Dissertation/ Urban n = 19 case study Age: 21-72 Mixed types United States
Lindeback, 2024) (ethnography) thesis n = 8 survey Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
responses specified cabins, tiny
Race/ethnicity: Not homes)
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Longworth (2019) ( Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n=>5 Age: Adults over 50 years old  Sleeping cabin  United States
Longworth, 2019) (phenomenology) thesis Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin
specified without
Race/ethnicity: White (n = amenities such
5, 100 %) as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Loukaitou-Sideris, Mixed methods Not peer- Urban Department of Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
Wasserman, Ding, et al.  (concurrent) reviewed Transportation Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin
(2023) ( staff: n = 13; specified without
Loukaitou-Sideris et al., Service providers: n  Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
2023) =8 specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Luoni (2019) (Luoni, Narrative review/ Peer Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin  No participants
2019) opinion paper reviewed (i.e. a cabin (United States
without focus)
amenities such
as running
water, cooking
facilities)
Lynch, McCoy & Qualitative (case Peer Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
Gabrielian (2023) ( study) reviewed Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin
Lynch et al., 2023) specified without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Malott (2021) (Malott Proposal Not peer Urban n/a n/a Not specified No participants
2021) reviewed (United States
focus)
Margier (2021) (Margier, Qualitative Peer Urban n=20 Age: Not specified Not specified No participants
2021) (Ethnography) reviewed Family composition: Not (United States

14

specified
Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

focus)

(continued on next page)
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Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Margier (2023) (Margier, Qualitative Peer Urban n =30 Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
2023) (Ethnography) reviewed Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin
specified without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Marshall, McKinley, Mixed methods Peer Rural n=13 Age: 17-65 Tiny home (i. Canada
Costantini, Murphy, (case study) reviewed Family composition: single e. small home
Lysaght & Hart (2022) ( (n = 7), common law (n = 3) with
Marshall et al., 2022) divorced (n = 2) and integrated
separated (n = 1) amenities)
Race/ethnicity: Indigenous
(n=1) and non-indigenous (n
=12)
Sexual orientation:
Heterosexual (n = 13)
Clinical characteristics:
Physical/cognitive health:
musculoskeletal condition (n
= 8), Cognitive/neurological
(n = 3), Cardiac (n = 3),
Respiratory (n = 2), Oral/
dental (n = 1), Diabetes (n =
1), Declined (n = 1), Mental
health: Mood disorder (n =
7), anxiety disorder (n = 6),
Personality disorder (n = 2)
Martinez (2018) (S. Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban “roughly fifty Age: Not specified Not specified United States
Martinez, 2018) (general) thesis unstructured Family composition: Not
interviews” p11 specified
Race/ethnicity: Not
specified
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
McGuffin (2021) ( Book Chapter Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
McGuffin, 2021) reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)
Mendelson (2021) ( Thesis proposal Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. United States
Mendelson, 2021) thesis e. small home
with
integrated
amenities)
Millard-Ball (2021) ( Narrative review/ Peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Viewpoint, 2021) opinion paper reviewed (e.g. sleeping (United States
cabins, tiny focus)
homes)
Mingoya (2015) ( Qualitative (case Dissertation/ Urban n =10 (Occupy Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
Mingoya, 2015) study) thesis Madison founders, Family composition: Mixed (i.e. a cabin
board members, compositions without
residents and Race/ethnicity: “only 1 % of  amenities such
neighbours) dignity villagers are African as running
n =11 (Dignity American.” p53, Not specified ~ water, cooking
Village residents, for Occupy Madison facilities)
caseworkers, participants
religious institution ~ Sexual orientation: Not
representatives and  specified
multiple officials) Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Mogk, Shmigol, Futrell, Quantitative Peer- Urban n=101 Age: Adults (m = 43.3; range  Sleeping cabin  United States
Stover & Hagopian (cross-sectional) reviewed 22-67) (i.e. a cabin
(2020) (Mogk et al., Family composition: Not without
2020) specified amenities such
Race/ethnicity: Asian (n = as running
1, 1 %), Multiracial (n = 5, water, cooking
5.2 %); Latino (n = 6, 6.3 %); facilities)
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Table 3 (continued)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
Black/African American (n =
8, 8.3 %); American Indian/
American Native (n = 11,
11.5 %); White (n =72, 75 %)
Sexual orientation: Lesbian,
gay, bisexual or other (n = 10,
12 %); Heterosexual (n = 88,
88 %) Clinical
characteristics: One or more
chronic illnesses (n = 46, 45.5
%); One or more mental
health issues (n = 78, 77.2
%); Physical disability (n =
45, 44.6 %); Experienced
trauma (n = 55, 54.6 %);
Unhealthy relationship with
alcohol or drugs (n = 25, 24.8
%)

National Coalition for Organizational Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Homeless Veterans (n. report reviewed (e.g. sleeping (United States
d.) (National Coalition cabins, tiny focus)
for Homeless Veterans homes)

n.d.)

Noguchi (2023) ( Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n=121 Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
Noguchi, 2023) (general) thesis Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin

specified without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

O Strategies & CTLabs Organizational Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Not specified No participants
(2024) (Strategies O. Report reviewed (Canada focus)
2024)

Orr, Németh, Rigolon, Qualitative Peer- Urban n=7 Age: Not specified Mixed types United Staes
Santos Granja & (general) reviewed Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
Slabaugh (2024) (Orr specified cabins, tiny
et al., 2023) Race/ethnicity: Not homes)

specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Pable (2023) (Pable, Book Chapter Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
2023) reviewed (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Pamuk & Umarov (2022) Narrative review/ Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin  No participants
(Pamuk and Umarov, opinion paper reviewed (i.e. a cabin (United States
2022) without focus)

amenities such
as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Phillips & Hamilton Book Chapter Not peer Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin  No participants
(1996) (Phillips and reviewed (i.e. a cabin (United States
Hamilton, 1996) without focus)

integrated
amenities such
as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Pickerill, Baker & Wang Book Chapter Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
(2023) (Pickerill et al., reviewed (e.g. sleeping (Canada, United
2023) cabins, tiny States, and

homes) England focus)

Pope (2018) (Pope, 2018)  Qualitative (case Peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants

study) reviewed e. small home (United States
with focus)
integrated
amenities)

Przybylinski (2023) ( Qualitative Peer Urban n=44(n=28 Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United Staes
Przybylinski, 2023) (ethnography) reviewed residents; n = 4 Family composition: Not e. small home
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Table 3 (continued)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
local government specified with
staff; n = 12 Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
homeowner specified amenities)
neighbors) Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Reidy (2023) (Reidy, Narrative review/ Not Peer- Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin  No participants

2023) opinion paper reviewed (i.e. a cabin (United States
without focus)
amenities such
as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Raising the Roof (2016) ( Organizational Not peer- Mixed n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants

Raise the Roof 2016) report reviewed urban/rural e. small home (Canadian
with focus)
integrated
amenities)

Robertson & Schweitzer Practice guide Not peer- Mixed n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
(2021) (Robertson and reviewed urban/ rural (e.g. sleeping (International
Schweitzer, 2021) cabins, tiny focus)

homes)

Rumboldt (2022) ( Narrative review/ Not peer- Mixed urban  n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
Rumboldt, 2022) opinion paper reviewed /rural e. small home (Canadian

with focus)
integrated
amenities)

Scally, Gold, Oliver & Organizational Not peer- Urban n=19 Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
Salerno (2020) (Scally report reviewed Family composition: Not e. small home
et al., 2020) specified with

Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Schuler (2023) (Schuler, Narrative review/ Peer- Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin  United States
2023) opinion paper reviewed Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin

specified without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: water, cooking
LGBTQIA+ facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Scoccimaro (2021) ( Qualitative (case Dissertation/ Rural Not specified Age: Mixed age groups Tiny home (i. United States
Scoccimaro, 2021) study) thesis Family composition: Not e. small home

specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Seeley (2020) (Seeley, Mixed methods Dissertation/ Urban n/a Age: Mixed age groups Tiny home (i. International
2020) (sequential thesis Family composition: Not e. small home

explanatory) specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Shearer & Burton (2023) ( Mixed methods Peer- Mixed Survey 1: n = 56; Age: Mixed age groups (most  Tiny home (i. Australia
Shearer and Burton, (sequential reviewed urban/ rural Survey 2: n = 369; 40 +) for surveys, e. small home
2023) explanatory) Survey 3: Family composition: with

n = 640; Interviews: Younger couples,  integrated
Individual three had children amenities)
interviews: Race/ethnicity: Not
n=12 specified

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

17
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Table 3 (continued)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
mentions physical health
problems and mental health

Siahaan (2023) (Siahaan, Qualitative Not-peer Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants

2023) (general) reviewed e. small home (United States
with Focus)
integrated
amenities)

Silver (2023) (Silver, Book chapter Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No Participants

2023) reviewed e. small home (Europe and
with United States)
integrated
amenities)

Stevens & Dhungel Narrative review/ Peer- Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin ~ No participants
(2024) (Stevens and opinion paper reviewed (i.e. a cabin (Canada)
Dhungel, 2024) without

amenities such
as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Tanner (1965) (Tanner, Narrative review Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Mixed types Canada
1965) /opinion paper thesis (e.g. sleeping

cabins, tiny
homes)

Trambley (2021) ( Narrative review/ Peer- Mixed n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
Trambley, 2021) opinion paper reviewed urban/ rural (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Trauth (2021) (Trauth, Qualitative (case Peer- Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Tiny home (i. United States
2021) study) reviewed Family composition: Not e. small home

specified with
Race/ethnicity: Not integrated
specified amenities)
Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics: Not

specified

Urban (2016) (Urban, Qualitative (case Dissertation/ Urban Not specified Age: Mixed age groups Sleeping cabin  United States
2016) study) thesis Family composition: Mixed (i.e. a cabin

compositions without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified
Viso(2022) (Viso, 2022) Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n =11 persons with Age: Not specified Sleeping cabin United States
(ethnography) thesis lived experience; Family composition: Not (i.e. a cabin

n = 1 staff member  specified without
Race/ethnicity: Not amenities such
specified as running
Sexual orientation: Not water, cooking
specified facilities)
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Waters (2022) (Waters, Qualitative (case Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Mixed types No participants
2022) study) thesis (e.g. sleeping (United States

cabins, tiny focus)
homes)

Wasserman, Loukaitou- Qualitative Peer- Urban n=21 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
Sideris, Ding & (general) reviewed Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping
Nelischer (2023) ( specified cabins, tiny
Wasserman et al., 2023) Race/ethnicity: Not homes)

specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Wilson (2021) (Wilson, Mixed methods Dissertation/ Not n=32 Age: Not specified Mixed types United States
2021) (sequential thesis specified Family composition: Mixed (e.g. sleeping

explanatory) family composition cabins, tiny

18

Race/ethnicity: Asian or
Pacific Islander (n = 2, 6.3
%); Black or African
American, not Latino (n =

homes)

(continued on next page)



C.A. Marshall et al.

Table 3 (continued)
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Authors Study Design Peer Review Community Sample Size Participant characteristics Tiny Home/ Country of
Status Type Sleeping Participants
Cabin Type
5;15.6 %)
Latino or Hispanic (n = 5,
15.6 %); Native American or
American Indian (n = 3, 9.4
%); White (n = 29, 90.6 %)
Sexual orientation: Not
specified
Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Wilson, Mahadevan, Qualitative Peer- Urban n=28 Age: Adults (m = 49; sd= Tiny home (i. United States
Villodas, Rodriguez, (general) reviewed 10.6) e. small home
Bailliard & Cuddeback Family composition: Not with
(2022) (Wilson et al., specified integrated
2022) Race/ethnicity: Not amenities)

specified

Sexual orientation: Not

specified

Clinical characteristics:

Individuals with serious

mental illness (100 %)

Win (2023) (Win, 2023) Quantitative Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Sleeping cabin ~ No human
(Experimental) thesis (i.e. a cabin participants

without (United States
amenities such  focus)
as running
water, cooking
facilities)

Winkler, Peterson & Hall Organizational Not peer- Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
(2022) (Winkler et al., report reviewed e. small home (United States
2022) with focus)

integrated
amenities)

Wood (2023) (Wood, Qualitative Dissertation/ Urban n/a n/a Tiny home (i. No participants
2023) (arts-based thesis e. small home (United States

research) with focus)
integrated
amenities)

Wong, Chen, Dicipulo, Qualitative (case Peer- Urban Not specified Age: Not specified Mixed types Canada, United

Weiss, Sleet & study) reviewed Family composition: Not (e.g. sleeping States, Scotland

Francescutti (2020) (
Wong et al., 2020)

cabins, tiny
homes)

specified

Race/ethnicity: Not
specified

Sexual orientation: Not
specified

Clinical characteristics: Not
specified

Theme 2: how to make it happen

In a total of n = 91 (78.4 %) articles, authors provided guidance on
strategies for implementing TH and/or SC communities (Alexander,
2017; Alexander, 2019; Alexander, 2022; Antczak, 2023; Arredondo,
2023; Australian Centre for Social Innovation 2019; Awad, 2022; Bev-
eridge, 2023; Bezgrebelna et al., 2023; Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019;
Bowers, 2024; Bozorg and Miller, 2014; Calhoun et al., 2022; Cassel-
man, 2024; Chaland, 2021; Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022;
Day, 2019; Day, 2019; Deniro, 2023; Donnelly, 2018; Douglas, 2023;
Earl, 2023; Escalante and Wong, 2020; Evans, 2020; Evans, 2022; Evans,
2023; Evans, 2024; Esch, 2023; Falstad and Cloutier, 2020; Five-
coat-Campbell, 2016; Furst, 2017; Garcia, 2024; Giamarino, 2023; Gil-
mour, 2023; Gochnour 2023; Gold et al., 2021; Food and Shelter, 2019;
Gulliver-Garcia, 2016; Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters 2022; Hen-
derson, 2019; Herzog, 2019; Hitzke, 2021; Watch, 2024; Hunte, 2024;
Huntington, 2016; Jackson et al., 2020; James and Shahab, 2024;
Johnson, 2019; Johnston, 2022; Leavitt, 2019; Leickly et al., 2022;
Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Longworth, 2019; Luoni, 2019;
Lynch et al., 2023; Malott 2021; Margier, 2021; Margier, 2023; Marshall
et al., 2022; McGuffin, 2021; Viewpoint, 2021; Mingoya, 2015; National
Coalition for Homeless Veterans n.d.; Noguchi, 2023; Strategies O. 2024;
Pable, 2023; Phillips and Hamilton, 1996; Pickerill et al., 2023; Pope,
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2018; Przybylinski, 2023; Reidy, 2023; Raise the Roof 2016; Robertson
and Schweitzer, 2021; Scally et al., 2020; Schuler, 2023; Scoccimaro,
2021; Shearer and Burton, 2023; Siahaan, 2023; Silver, 2023; Stevens
and Dhungel, 2024; Trauth, 2021; Urban, 2016; Waters, 2022; Wilson,
2021; Wilson et al., 2022; Win, 2023; Wood, 2023; Wong et al., 2020;
Clowdus, 2023). Authors discussed how THSC communities have been
largely developed out of ‘grassroots’ approaches, where individual cit-
izens and citizen groups have developed ‘something out of nothing’
(Antczak, 2023; Casselman, 2024; Gilmour, 2023; Reidy, 2023). As
such, they described the need to be resourceful in building such com-
munities by developing knowledge of local bylaws surrounding the size
and location of THSCs to ensure the overall success of such projects, and
sometimes challenging or superseding such bylaws in the process of
implementation (Przybylinski, 2023). Available land on which to build
THSCs was discussed as a common barrier to establishing such projects.
In some communities, municipal land was available, and building re-
lationships with municipalities was seen as critical to ensuring suc-
cessful implementation (Awad, 2022). In other communities,
municipally owned land was unavailable and authors advocated for
building relationships with churches that often have access to unused
land on which THSCs could be built (Reidy, 2023).

Negative public attitudes regarding THSCs was seen as a particular
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challenge, and planning to mitigate these challenges early in the process
was advised (Casselman, 2024; Strategies O. 2024; Clowdus, 2023).
Developing relationships with local policymakers, citizens in the broad
community, and establishing a site for their project by connecting with a
network of local social services to collaborate on the delivery of supports
for residents were all necessary tasks that were seen to take time and
energy but were considered essential to the success of such projects
(Bowers, 2024; Evans, 2023). A key challenge was ensuring the support
of municipal policymakers for THSC projects as municipalities could
present significant barriers to the implementation of such projects
whether or not they were situated on municipally owned land (Awad,
2022; James and Shahab, 2024). Providing education to local policy-
makers was seen as essential for both relationship-building and ensuring
that they had the necessary knowledge to make decisions about such
projects (James and Shahab, 2024).

Sub-Theme: problems arising during implementation

Problems arising during the implementation of THSC communities
was explored in n = 36 (31.0 %) articles (Alexander, 2019; Antczak,
2023; Awad, 2022; Casselman, 2024; Stortz, 2022; Day, 2019; Evans,
2022; Furst, 2017; Giamarino, 2023; Gold et al., 2021; Food and Shelter,
2019; Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters 2022; Henderson, 2019;
Herzog, 2019; Watch, 2024; Jackson et al., 2020; Jervis, 2024; Leickly
et al.,, 2022; Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Margier, 2023;
Marshall et al., 2022; Mingoya, 2015; National Coalition for Homeless
Veterans n.d.; Noguchi, 2023; Pable, 2023; Pickerill et al., 2023; Rob-
ertson and Schweitzer, 2021; Scally et al., 2020; Scoccimaro, 2021;
Urban, 2016; Viso, 2022; Wilson, 2021; Wilson et al., 2022; Martinez,
2018; Clowdus, 2023). Problematic power dynamics was a notable issue
that was identified as a common challenge during the implementation of
THSC projects (Awad, 2022; Casselman, 2024; Watch, 2024). In one
community that decided on a self-governing system, residents reported
that dynamics where a dominant group controlled the majority of de-
cisions in the community began to develop, while a less dominant group
felt powerless to enact agency over how the community was operated, a
situation that was described as “traumatic” (Herzog, 2019). In other
communities, rules established by staff, combined with constant well-
ness and cleanliness checks of their units felt intrusive, reduced privacy,
and gave residents the impression that they did not have ownership over
the conditions in their THSC (Leickly et al., 2024). Some programs
enforced rigid rules that were enforced by staff, including attending
mandatory monthly meetings and work parties, and leaving the pre-
mises between the hours of 10-4 from Monday to Friday, thereby closely
resembling the conditions in emergency shelter environments (Pickerill
et al., 2023; Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021). Finally, some authors
were critical of communities with high standards for entry and ongoing
eligibility, resulting in a high-barrier program that was seen to exclude
the majority of individuals who were unhoused (Awad, 2022; Furst,
2017).

Theme 3: critical perspectives on the use of THSCs as a response to
homelessness

Authors of n = 79 (68.1 %) articles offered critical perspectives on
the use of THSCs as a response to homelessness (Alexander, 2022;
Antczak, 2023; Arredondo, 2023; Awad, 2022; Beveridge, 2023; Bez-
grebelna et al., 2023; Bohn, 2023; Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019;
Bowers, 2024; Brisson et al., 2024; Brokenshire, 2019; Brokenshire,
2018; Casselman, 2024; Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022; Day,
2019; Day, 2019; Deniro, 2023; Douglas, 2023; Earl, 2023; Evans, 2020;
Evans, 2022; Evans, 2023; Evans, 2024; Esch, 2023; Falstad and
Cloutier, 2020; Fivecoat-Campbell, 2016; Furst, 2017; Garcia, 2024;
Giamarino, 2023; Gilmour, 2023; Gochnour 2023; Gold et al., 2021;
Food and Shelter, 2019; Herzog, 2019; Hitzke, 2021; Watch, 2024;
Hunte, 2024; Huntington, 2016; Jackson et al., 2020; James and Sha-
hab, 2024; Jervis, 2024; Johnson, 2019; Johnston, 2022; Leickly et al.,
2022; Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Longworth, 2019; Lynch
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et al., 2023; Margier, 2021; Margier, 2023; Marshall et al., 2022; Mc-
Guffin, 2021; Mingoya, 2015; National Coalition for Homeless Veterans
n.d.; Noguchi, 2023; Strategies O. 2024; Orr et al., 2023; Pable, 2023;
Phillips and Hamilton, 1996; Pickerill et al., 2023; Przybylinski, 2023;
Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021; Rumboldt, 2022; Scally et al., 2020;
Schuler, 2023; Scoccimaro, 2021; Shearer and Burton, 2023; Siahaan,
2023; Stevens and Dhungel, 2024; Tanner, 1965; Waters, 2022; Was-
serman et al., 2023; Wilson, 2021; Wilson et al., 2022; Win, 2023; Wong
et al., 2020; Martinez, 2018; Clowdus, 2023). Overall, authors empha-
sized that there appears to be a lack of consensus around whether THSCs
should be used as strategy to respond to homelessness (Arredondo,
2023; Casselman, 2024; Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022; Earl,
2023; Lindeback, 2024; Pickerill et al., 2023). A primary concern was
the profound lack of empirical evidence on which to support the use of
tiny homes and sleeping cabin communities as a response to homeless-
ness (Douglas, 2023; Huntington, 2016; Scally et al., 2020; Evans,
2021). These authors indicated the need to replicate and evaluate THSC
communities in a range of locations to determine their effectiveness on
health or social outcomes, which would have implications for their
ongoing use or cessation (Longworth, 2019). Authors emphasized that
such research or program evaluations conducted need to represent the
full breadth of data collected to garner a full understanding of the ben-
efits and limitations of THSCs, particularly when public dollars are
invested in such projects (Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019; Gold et al.,
2021). Herzog warned that strong interest in establishing THSC com-
munities by citizens and citizen groups may lead some to undermine
data that could be seen as less favourable by funders, and citizens in the
broad community in an effort to advance their overall objectives
(Herzog, 2019). For example, the authors of one report emphasized
primarily positive outcomes associated with the success of residents in
securing tenancies following homelessness in one program, while
de-emphasizing criticisms of the program by residents regarding the
implementation of certain rules and a lack of community feeling overall
(Herzog, 2019).

Several authors expressed ethical concerns about the use of THSCs
and their various configurations (Beveridge, 2023; Deniro, 2023; Evans,
2023; Esch, 2023; Przybylinski, 2023). Esch highlighted that THSCs are
frequently lauded as a viable alternative for individuals preferring a
more mobile lifestyle, when in reality, the reason they are promoted to
provide housing to people who experience homelessness is because they
face economic exclusion from the housing market (Esch, 2023). This
author expressed concerns that what is being touted as a reasonable
solution for people who wish to be mobile represents a euphemism for
the precarity that characterizes the lives of unhoused persons (Esch,
2023). Other authors expressed concern for the lack of amenities that
frequently characterize sleeping cabin communities specifically, with
one community leader in an included article indicating that:

Some tiny home communities build community really well, some are just
glad to get a roof over their head, even if it is more like a storage shed, maybe
power, no water, and no bathroom. At the end of the day, that might be a roof
over somebody’s head, but it’s still, it’s one step up from a cardboard box. So
it’s not a home, no one wants to live without running water or bathrooms for
the rest of their life. [63] [Schleuter in Evans, p. 556, 2022]

Finally, although THSCs are often represented as a novel concept,
some authors highlighted that such approaches are not at all novel, and
have been used several times throughout history to meet the needs of
citizens in the context of economic and political hardship (Mingoya,
2015; Tanner, 1965; Urban, 2016). Mingoya described how “tramp
houses” were built along railroad lines in the late 1800's to provide
temporary shelter to unhoused individuals who were riding trains and
frequently stopping in nearby towns along the way (Mingoya, 2015).
This approach was seen to discourage unhoused individuals from har-
assing local citizens when they stopped on their travels (Mingoya,
2015). In the 1930's, the Government of Canada utilized sleeping cabins
for single men who were unemployed during the Great Depression in the
form of “relief camps” (Tanner, 1965). Further, THSCs were used to
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house economically distressed people who were displaced after the 1906
San Francisco earthquake, some of which were built onto in subsequent
years and continue to exist in the present day (Urban, 2016).

Sub-Theme: inconsistency regarding what THSCs are or should be

In n = 61 (52.6 %) articles, authors expressed concerns about
inconsistency in definitions of THSCs, and called for more consistent
terminology and ways of classifying these shelter types (Antczak, 2023;
Arredondo, 2023; Awad, 2022; Beveridge, 2023; Bordelon and O’Ha-
gan, 2019; Bowers, 2024; Brisson et al., 2024; Calhoun et al., 2022;
Casselman, 2024; Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022; Day, 2019;
Deniro, 2023; Douglas, 2023; Earl, 2023; Escalante and Wong, 2020;
Evans, 2020; Evans, 2022; Evans, 2024; Esch, 2023; Furst, 2017; Gil-
mour, 2023; Gold et al., 2021; Food and Shelter, 2019; Hamilton Alli-
ance for Tiny Shelters 2022; Henderson, 2019; Herzog, 2019; Hitzke,
2021; Watch, 2024; Jackson et al., 2020; James and Shahab, 2024;
Jervis, 2024; Johnson, 2019; Johnston, 2022; Leickly et al., 2022;
Leickly et al., 2024; Lindeback, 2024; Longworth, 2019; Luoni, 2019;
McGuffin, 2021; Mingoya, 2015; National Coalition for Homeless Vet-
erans n.d.; Noguchi, 2023; Orr et al., 2023; Pable, 2023; Pamuk and
Umarov, 2022; Phillips and Hamilton, 1996; Pickerill et al., 2023; Pope,
2018; Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021; Scally et al., 2020; Schuler,
2023; Scoccimaro, 2021; Shearer and Burton, 2023; Siahaan, 2023;
Silver, 2023; Wasserman et al., 2023; Wilson, 2021; Win, 2023; Wood,
2023; Clowdus, 2023). Authors emphasized that definitions related to
THSCs, their various configurations, and the amenities included vary
widely across communities, organizations and literature on the topic,
leading to this confusion. Further, the range of terms used to describe
THSC were frequently conflated with one another, causing confusion
about what THSCs are or should be (Casselman, 2024; Watch, 2024). In
some communities, THs and/or SCs were the sole shelter types, whereas
in others, THs and/or SCs were interspersed among tents in a sanctioned
encampment thereby mixing people in a range of precarious living sit-
uations (Day, 2019). In other communities, shelters were built on wheels
or otherwise portable and meant to be moved from place to place
(Longworth, 2019).

Some authors expressed concerns that there appears to be little
consensus on what role THSCs should have in supporting individuals
who experience homelessness (Furst, 2017; Jackson et al., 2020). Au-
thors identified that although THSC communities are growing across the
United States, that they fall into a housing market “grey area” where it is
unclear if they are meant to be affordable, transitional or permanent
housing, concluding that offering such dwellings as affordable housing
would be inadequate for meeting the needs of unhoused persons in the
long term (Jackson et al., 2020). Furst et al. concurred, identifying that
the scope of a municipality’s homelessness problem often determined
how THSC communities would be used, with some communities needing
such housing options as a temporary solution and others as permanent
housing (Furst, 2017). These authors highlight that clarity is needed
around whether THSCs should be permanent housing, meant to facili-
tate home ownership, or be a temporary solution until a person finds
housing in order to inform how such communities are configured and
managed (Furst, 2017).

Regarding size and amenities, what is available in THSC commu-
nities differed considerably across articles. In some communities,
building codes required that THSCs not exceed 200sq/ft (~61sq/m), or
they would fall into a category where they would be subjected to
building code requirements, resulting in delays and higher expenses
(Luoni, 2019). For this reason, organizations were driven to construct
THSCs that did not exceed this size to avoid the need to meet these re-
quirements (Leickly et al., 2022). In many SC communities, amenities
were not integrated within a self-contained unit. Instead, a central hub
where food was prepared and running water was provided was made
available to residents outside of their units (Robertson and Schweitzer,
2021). This created a problem for residents who wished for more privacy
and autonomy, and they worried about the stigma of living in a place
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where they needed to access a central hub outside of their unit to meet
their basic needs (Evans, 2022; Longworth, 2019; Mingoya, 2015). On
the other end of this continuum, tiny homes constructed with all
included amenities, such as running water and kitchen facilities, fol-
lowed typical processes for building larger homes safely and efficiently
thereby increasing the comfort of residents (National Coalition for
Homeless Veterans n.d.). Of THSCs, the greatest criticisms were of
sleeping cabins with fewer amenities, with some authors describing the
use of “pallet shelters,” which were built from pallet wood in such a way
that community members observed that they appeared to resemble
small prison cells, rather than a comfortable temporary or permanent
shelter (Douglas, 2023). In one project, the propane heating paid for by
residents at a cost of $50 (USD)/month caused condensation on the
interior of sleeping cabins, leading to the development of mildew which
soon became a problem in the community (Mingoya, 2015).

Regarding length of stay, authors of an environmental scan of THSCs
reported a range of practices where some communities imposed limits
on the length of residency, whereas others were considered to be per-
manent (Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021). Others resulted in ownership
of the tiny home or sleeping cabin after a prescribed period of time
(Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021). In some communities, residents were
expected to pay rent and insurance to live in their TH or SC, regardless of
the amenities available, while residents in other communities were not
(Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021).

Theme 4: it’s better than nothing

Authors of n = 48 (41.4 %) articles described how THSCs are the only
option in the context of an overburdened system lacking shelter and
deeply affordable housing for individuals living in low-income
(Alexander, 2019; Antczak, 2023; Awad, 2022; Bezgrebelna et al.,
2023; Bordelon and O’Hagan, 2019; Bowers, 2024; Brallier and South-
worth, 2024; Brisson et al., 2024; Calhoun et al., 2022; Casselman, 2024;
Cumberbatch-Pearson 2020; Stortz, 2022; Day, 2019; Deniro, 2023;
Douglas, 2023; Escalante and Wong, 2020; Furst, 2017; Garcia, 2024;
Giamarino, 2023; Gochnour 2023; Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters
2022; Watch, 2024; Hunte, 2024; Huntington, 2016; Jackson et al.,
2020; Jervis, 2024; Johnston, 2022; Leickly et al., 2022; Leickly et al.,
2024; Longworth, 2019; Mingoya, 2015; National Coalition for Home-
less Veterans n.d.; Orr et al., 2023; Pable, 2023; Phillips and Hamilton,
1996; Przybylinski, 2023; Robertson and Schweitzer, 2021; Rumboldt,
2022; Schuler, 2023; Scoccimaro, 2021; Siahaan, 2023; Silver, 2023;
Trambley, 2021; Urban, 2016; Wilson, 2021; Wilson et al., 2022; Wong
et al.,, 2020; Clowdus, 2023). These authors indicated that persons
experiencing homelessness express gratitude for the opportunity to sleep
in a sheltered location and that THSCs represent an improvement from
sleeping outdoors or in an encampment (Alexander, 2019; Huntington,
2016; National Coalition for Homeless Veterans n.d.). The conditions
available in THSC communities were reported to be preferable to shel-
ters and encampments as they exceeded what was available in such
settings by providing shelter and greater autonomy (Antczak, 2023;
Bezgrebelna et al., 2023; Pable, 2023). Compared with shelters, Scoc-
cimaro makes the point that THSCs offer more privacy and safety, and
are thus, preferable in terms of what is available to individuals who lack
access to permanent housing (Scoccimaro, 2021). Overall, the authors
emphasized that in the context of a situation where there is a dire lack of
deeply affordable housing, that THSCs play an important role in meeting
the shelter needs of individuals who experience homelessness and will
continue to do so until the housing crisis is resolved (Alexander, 2019).

Discussion

We conducted this scoping review to synthesize a rapidly growing
body of literature pertaining to the use of THSCs as a response to
homelessness. We identified 116 articles that were primarily repre-
senting a North American context, published primarily in the last two
decades, that are largely non-empirical and not peer reviewed. This state



C.A. Marshall et al.

of the literature is reflective of the grassroots way that THSCs have
emerged as a response to homelessness, and the slow uptake by re-
searchers surrounding such approaches. Although perceptions were
mixed, many authors of included articles highlighted a range of benefits
of THSCs, specifically the value of such approaches for providing an
alternative to emergency shelters and encampments in a way that pre-
serves privacy, safety and dignity (Antczak, 2023; Bezgrebelna et al.,
2023; Pable, 2023; Pickerill et al., 2023; Robertson and Schweitzer,
2021). There was a lack of clarity around the role of THSC communities
in responding to homelessness in that some organizations promoted the
use of such shelters as temporary, and others as a permanent solution
(Furst, 2017; Jackson et al., 2020). The use of SCs over THs was spe-
cifically criticized for failing to provide adequate amenities for residents
in a self-contained unit, and for replicating some conditions that are
characteristic of emergency shelter contexts (Awad, 2022; Casselman,
2024; Watch, 2024). Finally, several authors highlighted the need for
more research to enhance clarity around the role of THSCs among the
array of responses to homelessness and to generate data on the effec-
tiveness of such approaches on health and social outcomes (Douglas,
2023; Huntington, 2016; Scally et al., 2020; Evans, 2021).

Overall, the scope of the literature on THSCs is largely editorial,
comprised of various proponents and opponents arguing for and against
the continued development of these housing and shelter approaches.
This body of literature, however, provides no evidence demonstrating
the effectiveness of THSCs as a response to homelessness, nor prefer-
ences of people experiencing homelessness in contrast with emergency
shelters, encampments or transitional or permanent housing. None of
the included studies evaluated the effectiveness of THSCs either over
time or in relation to other approaches on health, social, or housing
outcomes. The topic of gender or other social locations in relation to
THSCs was markedly absent from this body of literature. More research,
particularly studies that compare THs and SCs with outcomes in emer-
gency shelter, transitional, and permanent supportive housing programs
is needed. Organizations that operate existing TH and/or SC commu-
nities are encouraged to evaluate their approaches over time, and to
collaborate with researchers to evaluate these outcomes. Policymakers
should be aware of the state of this evidence and require that outcomes
are systematically measured during the implementation of pilot projects
that they decide to fund in their communities. This will help to further
the development of a body of evidence to help to determine whether
allocating ongoing public funding to THSC programs is warranted over
other approaches.

This literature raises several concerns about the rapid implementa-
tion of THSC communities in high-income countries, particularly in light
of the lack of peer-reviewed, empirical evidence on the topic as high-
lighted by the findings of this review. THSCs are often advocated for as
an alternative to emergency shelters, yet the very reasons for promoting
THSCs over shelters are problems that appear to have been replicated in
THSC communities as highlighted in the articles included in this review
(Awad, 2022; Casselman, 2024; Watch, 2024). For example, THSCs have
been critiqued for the use of a central hub and rules imposed on residents
that reduced residents’ sense of privacy and increased feelings of being
unnecessarily surveilled (Leickly et al., 2024), a problem known to be
characteristic of emergency shelter environments (Taylor and Walsh,
2018; Tsai et al., 2024). Further, claims about how THSC communities
can provide a foundation for learning skills that can help to improve the
lives of persons who experience homelessness (Falstad and Cloutier,
2020; Food and Shelter, 2019; Huntington, 2016) begs the question of
why the same skills cannot be developed in traditional emergency
shelters, transitional housing or permanent supportive housing pro-
grams. In fact, such programming is characteristic of such environments,
particularly in transitional and permanent supportive housing
(Tiderington and Goodwin, 2021; Sisselman-Borgia, 2021; Marshall
et al., 2021). Although it is clear that emergency shelter environments
present particular difficulties in the lives of persons who experience
homelessness, including a lack of privacy and a heightened risk of
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victimization (Kerman et al., 2025; Kerman et al., 2024), we question
whether these problems cannot be overcome with changes in organi-
zational policy and re-configuration of the built environment. Such
policy changes could, for example, be developed in collaboration with
persons who experience homelessness to ensure that such environments
are suitable for meeting one’s short-term needs until housing becomes
available.

In reviewing this body of literature, there appears to be a clear di-
vision in perspectives towards THs versus SCs, with the latter being
criticized on ethical grounds. Although literature highlighted that some
THs, with full amenities, are built according to local building codes
(National Coalition for Homeless Veterans n.d.), SCs are frequently built
in such a way as to avoid needing to meet building code regulations to
permit faster, less expensive builds (Luoni, 2019). It should be noted that
building codes are present to protect people from occupying environ-
ments that “...adequately protect public health, safety, and welfare”
(International Code Council 2021). Creating shelter spaces for a popu-
lation of people who face deep degrees of oppression in our society that
do not meet building codes would seemingly reinforce the notion that
this population is not worthy of the same basic safety and public health
rights as others in the general population. Although the authors of
included studies rightfully indicate that SCs represent an improvement
over living unsheltered on the street or in an encampment (Alexander,
2019; Huntington, 2016; National Coalition for Homeless Veterans n.
d.), the conditions in SCs represent only a marginal improvement over
living in such environments, and more could be demanded from poli-
cymakers than a marginal improvement. Given the conditions of SCs
described in this review, we found it morally questionable that residents
in such communities paid rent and insurance fees to live in what would
otherwise be considered a sub-standard, illegal, rental unit in the
mainstream housing market.

The emergence of THSC communities has occurred in response to the
dire lack of emergency shelter beds, and transitional and permanent
housing available in many communities, with the belief that THSCs can
be built quickly and at a lesser cost. Recent research, however, compared
the cost of initiating and operating three types of emergency shelter
models: traditional congregate shelters; motel shelters; and “village-
style shelters” (i.e. THSC communities) (Greene et al., 2025). In this
study, the authors found that “village-style shelters” cost more in set-up
costs than traditional and motel-style shelters, and cost significantly
more in annual operating costs (Greene et al., 2025). In fact, congregate
shelters were the least costly of all three options, costing less than half of
“village-style shelters” in terms of set-up ($43,692 vs. $99,630), and
annual operating costs ($16,654 vs. $29,681) (Greene et al., 2025). It is
difficult to rationalize such funding in light of little tangible evidence
supporting THSCs which indicates a clear advantage of such approaches
over emergency and motel-style shelter options regarding cost, health
and social outcomes. For this reason, we emphasize the need to conduct
research highlighting the specific contributions that tiny homes and
sleeping cabins make to the health and social well-being of persons
experiencing homelessness over other available approaches. This review
provides evidence that this research has not yet been conducted, and we
hope that this paper will be viewed as a call to action for the research
community to fill this critical gap in existing literature.

Finally, the authors of included articles highlighted that THSCs are
not a novel approach. In fact, a range of formal and informal initiatives
aimed at providing rapid shelter to people experiencing economic
oppression including “tramp houses” and “relief camps” have been used
for more than a century (Mingoya, 2015; Tanner, 1965; Urban, 2016).
While we did not locate any literature meeting our inclusion criteria on
the topic of “Hoovervilles” in this study, it is important to note the
presence of informal encampments including THSCs emerging across the
United States during the Great Depression (Gregory, 2009). Such en-
campments were termed “Hoovervilles” as a way of criticizing the U.S.
President, Herbert Hoover, during this period, and his perceived lack of
action towards preventing homelessness, causing individuals to live in



C.A. Marshall et al.

dire circumstances such as THSC communities (Gregory, 2009). While
we are not currently in a Great Depression in most high income countries
internationally, 71 % of countries worldwide have observed growth in
income inequality within their own countries over the past 25 years and
a deeply widening wealth gap during a time of unprecedented global
wealth (United Nations 2025). This situation, combined with declining
investments in deeply affordable public housing has excluded many
from the housing market in high income countries (Suttor, 2016). The
solution to this problem is not to become complacent by advocating for
anything less than adequate housing, but rather to demand better policy
that addresses the structural causes of homelessness in our communities
— alack of deeply affordable housing, increasing rates of poverty, and a
widening wealth gap. Such approaches include a restoration of the
public housing system that has been neglected in most high-income
nations in the past three decades (Gaetz, 2010) by repairing and
significantly expanding the number of available public housing units,
coupled with implementation of a basic income guarantee for in-
dividuals living in low income (Kerman, 2021).

Limitations

Our review, like all research, should be interpreted by acknowl-
edging its limitations. Although our search was exhaustive, in any
scoping review, there is a risk that we may have missed articles for in-
clusion in our search. While preparing this article, we became aware of a
key article meeting our inclusion criteria, which was published several
months after we updated our search (Greene et al., 2025). To honour our
commitment to the selected methodology, and to avoid a further update,
which was not feasible with existing resources, we did not include this
article in our findings but have instead cited it throughout our intro-
duction and discussion sections to ensure its inclusion in our discussion
of this topic. It should be noted that our findings represent primarily
non-peer reviewed literature and theses and dissertations. Although we
do not typically conduct quality assessments of studies in scoping re-
views, the reader should be aware that non-peer reviewed studies and
dissertations and theses have a lesser likelihood of quality than articles
that have undergone a rigorous peer review process. Further, a lack of
discussion on gender in the articles included in this review is notable and
limits our ability to understand how THSCs may be experienced or used
by a range of gendered groups. Finally, the reader should be aware that
our findings are primarily derived from articles pertaining to the United
States and Canada, and in urban contexts. Future research should
explore the use of THSCs in other contexts to generate findings that are
more representative of different geographic locations and community
sizes.

Conclusion

THSCs have emerged as a response to a growing housing and
homelessness problem in many communities, yet there is little empirical
evidence to warrant their use. More research is needed to understand
any unique contributions of THSCs in the array of strategies used to
support persons experiencing homelessness. In the absence of this evi-
dence, one is relegated to theoretical discussions about the value of such
approaches in the current system. Research evaluating the effectiveness
of THSCs on health and social outcomes, and compared with other ap-
proaches, such as emergency shelters, transitional housing, and per-
manent supportive housing programs, is specifically needed.
Researchers and advocates may also consider focusing their efforts on
pressuring policymakers to ameliorate the structural problems that have
led to homelessness in their communities, rather than investing addi-
tional resources into temporary approaches that prolong precarity for
individuals who experience homelessness in their communities.

23

Wellbeing, Space and Society 10 (2026) 100339

Ethics statement
Ethics approval was not required for this research.
CRediT authorship contribution statement

Carrie Anne Marshall: Writing — review & editing, Writing — orig-
inal draft, Visualization, Validation, Supervision, Software, Resources,
Project administration, Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis,
Data curation, Conceptualization. Julia Holmes: Writing — review &
editing, Project administration, Investigation, Formal analysis. Corinna
Easton: Writing — review & editing, Investigation, Formal analysis.
Brooklyn Ward: Writing — review & editing, Investigation, Formal
analysis. Shauna Perez: Writing — review & editing, Investigation,
Formal analysis. Roxanne Isard: Writing — review & editing, Validation,
Methodology, Conceptualization. Nick Kerman: Writing — review &
editing, Methodology, Conceptualization. Cheryl Forchuk: Writing —
review & editing, Methodology, Conceptualization. Rebecca Gewurtz:
Writing — review & editing, Methodology, Conceptualization.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest with respect to this
research.

Supplementary materials

Supplementary material associated with this article can be found, in
the online version, at doi:10.1016/j.wss.2025.100339.

References

Albert CoP, 2024. Prince Albert’s Community Homelessness Plan. Prince Albert,
Saskatchewan, Canada, pp. 2019-2024.

Alexander, L., 2017. Tiny homes for the homeless: a return to politically engaged
community economic development law? J. Affordable Hous. (26), 4.

Alexander, L., 2019. Community in property: lessons from tiny homes villages. Minn.
Law Rev. 104, 78.

Alexander, T., 2022. Tiny homes: a big solution to American housing insecurity. Harvard
Law Policy Rev. 15, 38.

Antczak, E., 2023. Just Build it: Design guidelines For a Tiny Home Community in the
Region of Waterloo based On Conversations With Residents Who Have Experienced
Homelessness. University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada.

Arksey, H., O'Malley, L., 2005. Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework.
Int. J. Soc. Res. Methodol. 8 (1), 19-32. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1364557032000119616.

Arredondo, D., 2023. Tiny Homes: An Innovative Design Solution to Community College
Student Housing Insecurity. San Diego State University, San Diego, California, USA.

Australian Centre for Social Innovation, 2019. Summary of Lived Experience Workshops:
Lived experience Perspective Informing the South Australian Housing and
Homelessness Strategy. Centre for Social Innovation, Australian.

Awad, MH., 2022. Emplacing category dynamics: houselessness and the emergence of
transitional micro-housing villages. Strateg. Organ. 21 (1), 89-115. https://doi.org/
10.1177/14761270221115329.

Babayan, M., Futrell, M., Stover, B., Hagopian, A., 2021. Advocates make a difference in
duration of homelessness and quality of life. Soc. Work Public Health 36 (3),
354-366. https://doi.org/10.1080/19371918.2021.1897055. Epub
20210315PubMed PMID: 33722166.

Barker, M., 2021. Could sleeping cabins solve homelessness in Peterborough?
Peterborough Examiner.

Bartholomew, S., Santana, V., Strimel, G., 2019. Teaching Engineering Concepts Through
Socially Relevant contexts: Serving the Homeless With Smart Tiny Homes.
Technology and Engineering Teacher.

Beveridge, C., 2023. Comparative Analysis of Gas Versus Electric Demand in Tiny House
Communities For the Homeless. California State Polytechnic University, Humboldt,
California, USA.

Bezgrebelna, M., Hajat, S., Njenga, S., Settembrino, M.R., Vickery, J., Kidd, SA., 2023.
Neoliberalism, climate change, and displaced and homeless populations: exploring
interactions through case studies. Humanity. Soc. 48 (2-4), 107-129. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01605976231219232. Epub 20231206PubMed PMID: 39429677;
PubMed Central PMCID: PMC11489037.

Bhargava, I., 2021. London Group Uses Milk Bags to Crochet Mats For Homeless.
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation.

Bingham, S., Howells, M., 2025. Reframing the American dream: Tiny housing As a
Window Into Consumer culture, Political landscapes, and Structural Equity. Rowman
& Littlefield, London, UK.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2025.100339
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0032
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0034
https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270221115329
https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270221115329
https://doi.org/10.1080/19371918.2021.1897055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0038
https://doi.org/10.1177/01605976231219232
https://doi.org/10.1177/01605976231219232
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0012

C.A. Marshall et al.

Bohn, L., 2023. Sheleter and Well-Being At the Genesis Emergency Housing site: An
initial Exploration. California State University, Chico, California, USA.

Bordelon, J., O’Hagan, J., 2019. Tiny Home Innovations: Alternative Uses and Designs
with the San José Bridge Housing Community. Santa Clara University.

Bowers, J., 2024. It Takes a Village: Analysis of Pallet House Shelters as a Solution to
Reducing Homelessness.

Bozorg, L., Miller, A., 2014. Tiny homes in the American City. J. Pedagogy Pluralism
Practice 6 (1).

Brallier, S., Southworth, S., 2024. Rational choice? Choosing the street over the shelter.
J. Social Distress Homelessness 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10530789.2024.2379162.

Brisson, D., Calhoun, K.H., Wilson, J., 2024. Innovative policy Responses to housing need
in the United States. The Routledge Handbook of Global Perspectives on
homelessness. Law Policy. 275-297.

Brokenshire, S., 2018. An Analysis of Regulatory Opportunities and Constraints to Tiny
Houses On Wheels in Western Australia: Why Tiny Houses are the Next Big Thing.
City of Kalamunda, Kalamunda, Australia.

Brokenshire, S., 2019. Tiny houses desirable or disruptive? Australian Planner 55 (3-4),
226-231. https://doi.org/10.1080/07293682.2019.1634114.

Brotman, BA., 2020. Portland ordinances: tiny home and short-term rental permits. Int.
J. Hous. Markets Anal. 14 (1), 124-136. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijhma-02-2020-
0012.

Bueckhert, K., 2023. A Better Tent City houses 50 People But Volunteers Say They Need
More Cash to Keep It Going.

Calhoun, K.H., Wilson, J.H., Chassman, S., Sasser, G., 2022. Promoting safety and
connection during COVID-19: tiny homes as an innovative response to homelessness
in the USA. J. Hum. Rights. Soc. Work 7 (3), 236-245. https://doi.org/10.1007/
541134-022-00217-0. Epub 20220609PubMed PMID: 35698629; PubMed Central
PMCID: PMC9178322.

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2024. Micro-housing As an Urban Housing
Option Ottawa, ON: CMHC. Available from: https://www.cmhe-schl.gc.ca/nhs/nh
s-project-profiles/2018-nhs-projects/micro-housing-as-an-urban-housing-option#:
~:text=Micro%2Dhousing%200r%20micro%2Dsuites,access%20t0%20stable%
20affordable%20housing.

Casselman, M., 2024. Tiny homes: Empowering community Through Accesssibility and
Sustainability. Northern Arizona University.

Chaland, N., 2021. COVID 19: The beginning of the end of homelessness.

Chandler, J., 2023. A Place They Know They’'re welcome’: Are tiny Shelters an Answer
For homelessness? TV Ontario.

City of Portland, 2025. Safe Rest Villages Portland, Oregon [cited 2025 March 21].
Available from: https://www.portland.gov/council/districts/2/dan-ryan/saferestvi
llages.

Clowdus, G., 2023. From Housing First to a Full Community Approach: Redefining the
Response to Chronic Homelessness. University of Minnesota.

Cumberbatch-Pearson, 2020. Exploring the Need For Tiny Houses in Urban Cities.
Rutgers, Newark, New Jersey, USA.

Day, JK., 2019a. Losing metrics ... finding heart. J. Global Responsibil. 10 (2), 176-192.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jgr-10-2018-0055.

Day, K., 2019b. Fighting Back Against Criminalization of Homelessness: Martin v. City of
Boise case Study. Portland State University, Portland, Oregon, USA.

Deniro, D., 2023. Thinking Beyond the Homeless Encampment. University of Texas,
Austin Texas, USA.

Donaldson, J., Wang, D., Escamilla, C., Turner, A., Municipalities under pressure: the
human and financial cost of Ontario’s homelessness crisis: helpSeeker; 2025.
Available from: https://www.helpseeker.org/reports/municipalities-under-pre
ssure-the-human-and-financial-cost-of-ontarios-homelessness-crisis.

Donnelly, AR., 2018. Smart growth through tiny homes. Texas A&M J. Property Law 4
(4), 327-359. https://doi.org/10.37419/jpl.V4.14.3.

Douglas, GCC., 2023. Reclaiming placemaking for an alternative politics of legitimacy
and community in homelessness. Int. J. Polit. Cult. Soc. 36 (1), 35-56. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/510767-022-09426-x.

Earl, H., 2023. The availability of affordable housing crisis: tiny homes and urban infill.
ealProperty, Trust Estate Law J. 58 (2).

Eisenmann, A., Origanti, F., 2019. Homeless rights: a call for change. J. Social Distress
Homelessness 30 (1), 90-96. https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2019.1705519.
Escalante, A., Wong, J., The seismic performance of tiny homes: a comparative analysis

of a representative shed and an IRC tiny home2020.

Esch, M., 2023. Upgrading downsizing: tiny houses as a response to precarity. In: Lee, C.,
Leong, S. (Eds.), Living With Precariousness. Bloomsbury Academic, London, UK.

Evans, K., Tackling homelessness with tiny houses: an inventory of tiny house villages in
the United States. The professional geographer. 2020;72(3):360-70. doi: 10.1080
/00330124.2020.1744170.

Evans, K., 2021. It takes a tiny house village: a comparative case study of barriers and
strategies for the integration of tiny house villages for homeless persons in Missouri.
J. Plan. Educ. Res.

Evans, K., 2022. An examination of perceptions and preferences for tiny house villages
for the homeless in Missouri. Int. J. Hous. Policy 23 (3), 543-564. https://doi.org/
10.1080/19491247.2022.2072661.

Evans, K., 2023. Home is where the tiny house is? Re-framing downsized livings
potential. In: Guler, K. (Ed.), Transforming Issues in Housing Design, 1st ed. John
Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, New Jersey, USA.

Evans, K., 2024. It takes a tiny house village: a comparative case study of barriers and
strategies for the integration of tiny house villages for homeless persons in Missouri.
J. Plan. Educ. Res. 44 (2), 938-946. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X211041392.

24

Wellbeing, Space and Society 10 (2026) 100339

Falstad, B., Cloutier, S., 2020. The Building community: using participatory design in
skid row to build connection and a shared vision for a just and sustainable future.
Annu. Rev.

Ferry, R.T., Townley, G., Zapata, M., Village research and how-to guide. Portland State
University, 2022.

Fivecoat-Campbell, K., 2016. Homelessness and tiny houses: two worlds intersect to
foster community. Communities 2.

Food, Greene C., Shelter, Hope, 2019. Examining the possibilities of agricultural tiny
home communities for the homeless. Georgetown J. Poverty Law Policy XXVII (1),
27.

Ford, J., Gomez-Lanier, L., 2017. Are tiny homes here to stay? A review of literature on
the tiny house movement. Fam. Consum. Sci. Res. J. 45 (4), 394-405. https://doi.
org/10.1111/fesr.12205.

Furst, L., 2017. Finding space: Assessing how Planning Responds to Tiny Houses For
Homeless Populations. McGill University.

Gabel, S.G., Schmitz, CL., 2022. The antidote to COVID-19: policies and programs to
enhance our well-being. J. Hum. Rights. Soc. Work 7 (3), 223-224. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s41134-022-00228-x. Epub 20221004PubMed PMID: 36213723; PubMed
Central PMCID: PMC9530411.

Gaetz, S., 2010. The struggle to end homelessness in Canada: how we created the crisis,
and how we can end it. The Open Health Services and. Policy J. 3 (21), 21-26.
Garcia, I., 2024. Understanding the housing preferences of older adults: insights from a
study on micro-housing in Salt Lake City. U.S. Land 13 (2). https://doi.org/10.3390/

land13020171.

Giamarino, C., 2023. Planning ‘just’ Public space: Reimagining hostile Designs Through
Do-It-Yourself Urban Design Tactics By Unhoused Communities in Los Angeles.
University of California, Los Angeles, California, USA.

Gilmour, A., 2023. Professional Undermining: Homelessness and Service as Method.
Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.

Gochnour, 2023. Utah and Salt Lake City Policy Innovations in Homelessness, Poverty
and Health.

Gold, A., Salerno, C., Scally, C., Oliver, W., 2021. Building and Launching Tiny Homes as
Permanent Supportive Housing. Urban Institute.

Green, N., 2023. My Life in a Tiny-Home Community. MacLean’s. December 5, 2023.

Greenblatt, A., 2018. A Grass-Roots Effort To Feed The Poor Is Growing. Burrito By
Burrito. National Public Radio.

Greene, J., Ferry, T., Leickly, E., Spurbeck, FH., 2025. Cost comparison of congregate,
motel, and village-type shelters for people experiencing homelessness. J. Social
Distress Homelessness 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2025.2473756.

Gregory, J., Hoovervilles and Homelessness Washington, D.C., USA: University of
Washington; 2009 [cited 2025 March 29]. Available from: https://depts.washington.
edu/depress/hooverville.shtml.

Gulliver-Garcia, T., 2016. Putting an end to child & Family homelessness in Canada.
Raising Roof.

Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters, 2022. Program Details.

Hampshire, G., 2023. Dartmouth’s "queen of socks” On a Mission to Keep Homeless
People’s Feet Warm. Canadian Broadcasting Corporation.

Henderson, A., 2019. Social revitalization, urban development, and community food
gardens for. The Cove" in Orange, Texas: Can creating Tiny Living and Micro Agri-
Hood Spaces Revitalize a Diverse Low-Income neighbourhood? Houston, Texas.
University of Houston - Clear Lake.

Herzog, A., 2019. Evaluating Homes For the homeless: Psychosocial factors of Tiny-
Home villages: Robert D. Clark Honor’s College.

Hitzke, D., 2021. The Affordable Co-Housing Project: Developing Cooperative Tiny
Home, Manufactured Housing, and Town Home Communities in Pima County.
Hunte, G., 2024. Tiny Homes For University Students Experiencing Housing Insecurity to
Fund a CSULB Rapid Rehousing program: A grant Proposal. California State

Univerity, Long Beach, California, USA.

Huntington, J., 2016. Options and Alternatives For Sheltering the Homeless in a Small
Northern California community: A qualitative Study of Indivdiuals Experiencing
Homelessness. California State University, Chico, California, USA.

International Code Council, 2021. International Building Code Nappanee. ICC, Indiana,
USA [cited 2025 March 29]. Available from: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content
/IBC2021P2/preface.

Jackson, A., Callea, B., Stampar, N., Sanders, A., De Los Rios, A., Pierce, J., 2020.
Exploring tiny homes as an affordable housing strategy to ameliorate homelessness:
a case study of the dwellings in Tallahassee, FL. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17
(2). https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17020661. Epub 20200120PubMed PMID:
31968544; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC7013530.

James, M., Shahab, S., 2024. Big costs for tiny houses: exploring the transaction costs of
developing tiny houses in England. Int. J. Hous. Policy 24 (3), 421-445. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/19491247.2024.2308725.

Jervis, S., 2024. Structural Barriers to Finding Home Poverty Governance in a Housing
and Homelessness ‘Crisis. Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia.

Johnson, R., 2019. Homelessness: a critical approach to architechture and planning.
Trans. Ecol. Environ. 217. https://doi.org/10.2495/SDP180571.

Johnston, B., 2022. Tiny Cabins For People Experiencing homelessness, from Victoria to
Halifax and Beyond. Hamilton Alliance for Tiny Shelters, Hamilton, Ontario,
Canada.

Kerman, N., Marshall, C.A., Polillo, A., Voronov, J., de Pass, T., Easton, C., et al., 2024.
Service restrictions from emergency shelters among people experiencing
homelessness: uncovering pathways into unsheltered homelessness and institutional
circuitry. Soc. Sci. Med. 348, 116831. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
socscimed.2024.116831.

Kerman, N., Kidd, S.A., Voronov, J., de Pass, T., Marshall, C.A., Stergiopoulos, V., 2025.
Antecedents and consequences of violence in homeless shelters: perspectives and


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0043
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2024.2379162
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2024.2379162
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0047
https://doi.org/10.1080/07293682.2019.1634114
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijhma-02-2020-0012
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijhma-02-2020-0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41134-022-00217-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41134-022-00217-0
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/nhs/nhs-project-profiles/2018-nhs-projects/micro-housing-as-an-urban-housing-option#:~:text=Micro%2Dhousing%20or%20micro%2Dsuites,access%20to%20stable%20affordable%20housing
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/nhs/nhs-project-profiles/2018-nhs-projects/micro-housing-as-an-urban-housing-option#:~:text=Micro%2Dhousing%20or%20micro%2Dsuites,access%20to%20stable%20affordable%20housing
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/nhs/nhs-project-profiles/2018-nhs-projects/micro-housing-as-an-urban-housing-option#:~:text=Micro%2Dhousing%20or%20micro%2Dsuites,access%20to%20stable%20affordable%20housing
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/nhs/nhs-project-profiles/2018-nhs-projects/micro-housing-as-an-urban-housing-option#:~:text=Micro%2Dhousing%20or%20micro%2Dsuites,access%20to%20stable%20affordable%20housing
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0014
https://www.portland.gov/council/districts/2/dan-ryan/saferestvillages
https://www.portland.gov/council/districts/2/dan-ryan/saferestvillages
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0053
https://doi.org/10.1108/jgr-10-2018-0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0057
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0057
https://www.helpseeker.org/reports/municipalities-under-pressure-the-human-and-financial-cost-of-ontarios-homelessness-crisis
https://www.helpseeker.org/reports/municipalities-under-pressure-the-human-and-financial-cost-of-ontarios-homelessness-crisis
https://doi.org/10.37419/jpl.V4.I4.3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-022-09426-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10767-022-09426-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0060
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2019.1705519
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0066
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0066
https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2020.1744170
https://doi.org/10.1080/00330124.2020.1744170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0146
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0146
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0146
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2022.2072661
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2022.2072661
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0064
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X211041392
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0077
https://doi.org/10.1111/fcsr.12205
https://doi.org/10.1111/fcsr.12205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0070
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41134-022-00228-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41134-022-00228-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0158
https://doi.org/10.3390/land13020171
https://doi.org/10.3390/land13020171
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0074
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0007
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2025.2473756
https://depts.washington.edu/depress/hooverville.shtml
https://depts.washington.edu/depress/hooverville.shtml
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0085
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IBC2021P2/preface
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IBC2021P2/preface
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17020661
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2024.2308725
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2024.2308725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0088
https://doi.org/10.2495/SDP180571
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2024.116831
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2024.116831

C.A. Marshall et al.

experiences of service users and shelter staff. J. Interpers. Violence 40 (7-8),
1824-1846. https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605241265419. Epub
20240725PubMed PMID: 39051485.

Kerman, N., 2021. The role of universal basic income in preventing and ending
homelessness. Int. J. Homelessness 1 (1).

Khalid, Z., 2021. Kingston Approves Budget For Sleeping Cabins community, But There is
No Place to Build.

Konnert, S., 2023. Charity Unveils First Tiny Home For Veterans Facing Homelessness.
CBC, Ottawa, Ontario.

Leavitt, L., 2019. Homeless Choice and Public Camping in Denver homeless Organizing.
University of Wisconsin-Madison, Madison, Wisconsin.

Leickly, E., Townley, G., Ferry, T., Petteni, M., 2022. Case study of a pod village for
women experiencing homelessness: learned lessons through residents’ experience.
J. Urban. Aff. 46 (1), 179-195. https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2022.2036172.

Leickly, E., Greene, J., Ferry, T., 2024. It feels like I'm a step closer to my ultimate goal of
stable housing:” a qualitative study of unhoused people’s experiences in alternative
shelters in Portland. J. Social Distress Homelessness 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10530789.2024.2367354.

Lindeback, P., 2024. Affordable Housing Communities’ Attendance to Resident Well-
Being Through Holistic Design. Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida, USA.

Longworth, M., 2019. Occupy Madison Village: A Case Study of the Lived Experience.
University of Minnesota.

Loukaitou-Sideris, A., Wasserman, J., Ding, H., Nelischer, C., 2023. Homelessness On the
Road: Reviewing Challenges of and Responses to Homelessness in State
Transportation Environments. University of California, Institute of Transportation
Studies.

Luoni, S., 2019. Permitting a homeless transition village: transactions between the
informal and the formal. Plan J. 4 (1). https://doi.org/10.15274/tpj.2019.04.01.9.

Lynch, K.A., McCoy, M., Gabrielian, S., 2023. Veterans finding community and a "home"
within an emergency housing environment. J. Prim. Care Community Health 14,
21501319231180448. https://doi.org/10.1177/21501319231180448. PubMed
PMID: 37300393; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC10272632.

Malott, 2021. A Proposal for an Interdisciplinary Design-Build Studio Focused On Ending
Homelessness. University of Texas, Austin, Texas, USA.

Margier, A., 2021. The compassionate invisibilization of homelessness: where revanchist
and supportive city policies meet. Urban. Geogr. 44 (1), 178-197. https://doi.org/
10.1080/02723638.2021.1970915.

Margier, A., 2023. The institutionalization of ‘tiny home’ villages in Portland: innovative
solution to address homelessness or preclusion of radical housing practices? Cities.
137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2023.104333.

Marshall, C.A., Boland, L., Westover, L.A., Isard, R., Gutman, SA., 2021. A systematic
review of occupational therapy interventions in the transition from homelessness.
Scand. J. Occup. Ther. 28 (3), 171-187. https://doi.org/10.1080/
11038128.2020.1764094. Epub 20200601PubMed PMID: 32476575.

Marshall, C., Gewurtz, R., Kerman, N., Isard, R., Holmes, J., Easton, C., et al., 2022a. Tiny
homes and sleeping cabins as a response to homelessness: a scoping review protocol.
Available from: https://osf.io/mfdz7/.

Marshall, C.A., McKinley, C., Costantini, J., Murphy, S., Lysaght, R., Hart, BP., 2022b.
The Big Island Model’: resident experiences of a novel permanent supportive housing
model for responding to rural homelessness. Health Soc. Care Community 30 (6),
e5047-e5e61. https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13920. Epub 20220726PubMed PMID:
35880677.

Martinez, S., 2018a. Youth and Homeless Community Development: An Appreciative
Inquiry Approach to Youth in Ministry and Homeless Community Development.
Northwest University.

Martinez, S-R., 2018b. Youth and Homeless Community Development: An Appreciative
Inquiry Approach to Youth in Ministry and Homeless Community Development.
Northwest University, Kirkland, Washington, USA.

McGuffin, R., 2021. Tiny home villages for homeless veterans. In: Gonzalez, J.,

McGee, M. (Eds.), Cities and Homelessness: Essays and Case Studies On Practices,
Innovations and Challenges. JeffersonMcFarland, North Carolina, USA.

Mendelson, 1., 2021. Housing the Homeless: Understanding the Needs to Provide
Effective Long-Term Solutions. California State University, USA.

Mingoya, C., 2015. Building Together - Tiny House Villages For the Homeless: A
Comparative Case Study. Massacheusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge,
Massacheusetts, USA.

Mitchell, D., 2023. How Tiny Shelters in Ontario are Looking to Fill the Gap For Those in
Need of Housing. Global News.

Mogk, J., Shmigol, V., Futrell, M., Stover, B., Hagopian, A., 2020. Court-imposed fines as
a feature of the homelessness-incarceration nexus: a cross-sectional study of the
relationship between legal debt and duration of homelessness in Seattle,
Washington, USA. J. Public Health (Oxf) 42 (2), e107-eel9. https://doi.org/
10.1093/pubmed/fdz062. PubMed PMID: 31162577; PubMed Central PMCID:
PMC8059694.

Munn, Z., Peters, M.D.J., Stern, C., Tufanaru, C., McArthur, A., Aromataris, E., 2018.
Systematic review or scoping review? Guidance for authors when choosing between
a systematic or scoping review approach. BMC. Med. Res. Methodol. 18 (1), 143.
https://doi.org/10.1186/512874-018-0611-x. Epub 2018/11/21PubMed PMID:
30453902; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC6245623.

National Coalition for Homeless Veterans. Tiny homes guide: a detailed explanation of
tiny home features and characteristics. n.d.

Noguchi, J., 2023. Health Services Delivery Options For Echo Village: A mixed Methods
Study. Boston University, Boston, Massacheusetts.

Orr, J.N., Németh, J., Rigolon, A., Granja, L.S., Slabaugh, D., 2023. Beyond revanchism?
Learning from sanctioned homeless encampments in the U.S. Urban. Geogr. 45 (3),
433-459. https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2023.2196141.

25

Wellbeing, Space and Society 10 (2026) 100339

Pable, J., 2023. On stigma, homelessness, and homes: housing typologies and the tent
City. In: Guler, K. (Ed.), Transforming Issues in Housing Design, 1st ed. John Wiley &
Sons, Hoboken, New Jersey, USA.

Pamuk, A., Umarov, T., 2022. Conceptualizing the Landscape for Emergency Housing
Policies and Programs during the COVID-19 Pandemic in California. San Francisco
State UniversitySchool of Public Affairs & Civic Engagement, San Franciso,
California, USA.

Petz, S., 2024. Toronto Man Creates Tiny Mobile Homes to Help Unhoused People Escape
the Cold. Canadian Broadcasting Corporation.

Phillips, A., Hamilton, S., 1996. Huts for the homeless: a low-technology approach for
squatters in Atlanta, Georgia. There’s No Place Like Home.

Pickerill, J., Barker, A., Wang, J., 2023. The Tiny House Movement: ecology, survival,
and inequality. In: Harris, E., Nowicki, M., White, T. (Eds.), The Growing Trend of
Living Small: A Critical Approach to Shrinking Domesticities. Taylor & Francis,
London, UK, p. 17.

Pope, L., 2018. Community-based learning: an amazing tool used by college students to
build tiny houses for the homeless. J. Sustainabil. Educ. 18. March 18.

Przybylinski, S., 2023. From rejection to legitimation: governing the emergence of
organized homeless encampments. Urban Affairs Rev. 60 (1), 118-148. https://doi.
org/10.1177/10780874231162923.

Raise the Roof. Child & Family homelessness: recommendations. 2016.

Reidy, P., 2023. Churching NIMBYs: creating affordable housing on church property.
Yale Law J. 133, 81, 1234.

Ricci, T., 2018. How Formerly Homeless People Are Helping Those in Need — and
Helping Themselves. Canadian Broadcasting Corporation.

Robertson, S., Schweitzer, D., 2021. It takes a village: tiny homes and POD villages as a
community solution to homelessness, A resource guide. Forest Grove, Oregon.
Pacific University, Oregon, USA.

Rumboldt, J., 2022. Endaamnaan: Homes for All Nations. Canadian Observatory on
Homelessness, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Scally, C., Gold, A., Oliver, W., Salerno, C., 2020. Implementing Tiny Homes As
Permanent Supportive Housing Early Lessons from Housing First Village in
Bozeman. Urban Institute, Montana. Washington, D.C., USA.

Schuler, T., 2023. Place of refuge. J. Public Scholarship Archit. Landsc. Urbanism. March
2023.

Scoccimaro, A., 2021. Ameliorating Homelessness Through the Built Environment.
University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia, USA.

Seeley, M., 2020. Homelessness service systems responses to COVID-19. London, UK:
London School of Economics and Political Science.

Shearer, H., Burton, P., 2023. Tiny houses: movement or moment? Hous. Stud. 38 (3),
360-382. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2021.1884203.

Siahaan, F., 2023. Implementation of cohousing in the micro village. Quixote Villate in.

Silver, H., 2023. Homelessness and the coronavirus. In: Cefalo, R., Rose, M., Jolly, A.
(Eds.), Social Policy Review. Bristol University Press, Bristol, UK, p. 277.

Sisselman-Borgia, A., 2021. An adapted life skills empowerment program for homeless
youth: preliminary findings. Child Youth. Serv. 42 (1), 43-79. https://doi.org/
10.1080/0145935x.2021.1884542.

Socio Cultural Research Consultants L. Dedoose, Web application for managing,
analyzing, and presenting qualitative and mixed method research data. 8.0.35 ed.
Los Angeles, CA2018.

Stevens, H., Dhungel, R., 2024. A case study: understanding and responding to
homelessness crisis in Chilliwack. J. Adv. Acad. Res. 11 (1), 10.

Stortz, DA., 2022. Person With Lived Experience Report. Hamilton Alliance for Tiny
Shelters.

Strategies O., 2024. CMHC Housing Solutions Lab. Shelter in the Storm: Pathways to
Generationally-Secure Housing in Southern New Brunswick.

Suttor, G., 2016. Still Renovating: A History of Canadian Social Housing Policy. McGill
Queen’s University Press, Montreal.

Tanner, T., 1965. Microcosms of misfortune: Canada’s unemployment Relief Camps
Administered By the Department of National Defense 1932-1936. University of
Western Ontario, London, Ontario, Canada.

Taylor, M.R., Walsh, ET., 2018. When corporal acts are labeled criminal: lack of privacy
among the homeless. Sociol. Mind 08 (02), 130-142. https://doi.org/10.4236/
sm.2018.82011.

Tiderington, E., Goodwin, J., 2021. Moving on from Supportive Housing (MOSH):
development and evaluation of a transitional skill-building curriculum for providers
helping residents exit homeless services. Eval. Program Plann. 85, 101913. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2021.101913. Epub 20210130PubMed PMID:
33548902.

Trambley, L., 2021. The affordable housing crisis: tiny homes & single-Family zoning.
Hastings Law J. 72, 41.

Trauth, E., 2021. From homeless to Human again": a teaching case on an undergraduate”
tiny houses and technical writing" course model. Tech. Commun. 68 (4), 88-101.

Tricco, A.C., Lillie, E., Zarin, W., O’Brien, K.K., Colquhoun, H., Levac, D., et al., 2018.
PRISMA extension for scoping reviews (PRISMA-ScR): checklist and explanation.
Ann. Intern. Med. 169 (7), 467-473. https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850. Epub
20180904PubMed PMID: 30178033.

Tsai, J., Haley, G., Kinney, RL., 2024. Why some homeless individuals are unsheltered: a
narrative review of self-reported reasons. Soc. Sci. Med. 358, 117179. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2024.117179. Epub 20240808PubMed PMID: 39168065.

UN Habitat, 2025. Housing Rights. Available from: https://unhabitat.org/programme/h
ousing-rights.

United Nations, 2025. Inequality — Bridging the Divide Geneva. United Nations,
Switzerland [cited 2025 March 29]Available from: https://www.un.org/en/un75/in
equality-bridging-divide.


https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605241265419
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0091
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2022.2036172
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2024.2367354
https://doi.org/10.1080/10530789.2024.2367354
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0094
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0096
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0096
https://doi.org/10.15274/tpj.2019.04.01.9
https://doi.org/10.1177/21501319231180448
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0099
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0099
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2021.1970915
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2021.1970915
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2023.104333
https://doi.org/10.1080/11038128.2020.1764094
https://doi.org/10.1080/11038128.2020.1764094
https://osf.io/mfdz7/
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.13920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0103
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0144
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0107
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdz062
https://doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdz062
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12874-018-0611-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0110
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2023.2196141
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0113
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0116
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0117
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0117
https://doi.org/10.1177/10780874231162923
https://doi.org/10.1177/10780874231162923
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0121
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0122
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0123
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0124
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0126
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0126
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2021.1884203
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0128
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0129
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0129
https://doi.org/10.1080/0145935x.2021.1884542
https://doi.org/10.1080/0145935x.2021.1884542
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0157
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0131
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0131
https://doi.org/10.4236/sm.2018.82011
https://doi.org/10.4236/sm.2018.82011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2021.101913
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2021.101913
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0132
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0133
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0133
https://doi.org/10.7326/M18-0850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2024.117179
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2024.117179
https://unhabitat.org/programme/housing-rights
https://unhabitat.org/programme/housing-rights
https://www.un.org/en/un75/inequality-bridging-divide
https://www.un.org/en/un75/inequality-bridging-divide

C.A. Marshall et al.

Urban, A., 2016. From green refugee shacks to cozy homes of their own. San Francisco’s
earthquake Relief Cottages As Vernacular Architecture. University of Oregon.

VeritasHealthInnovation, 2016. Covidence Systematic Review Software. Veritas Health
Innovation, Melbourne, Australia.

Viewpoint, Millard-Ball A., 2021. Turning streets into housing. J. Transp. Land. Use 14
(1), 1061-1073. https://doi.org/10.5198/jtlu.2021.2020.

Viso, A., 2022. The Homeless Campus And The City: Delineating Care And Control
Spaces In Reno. University of Nevada, Reno, Nevada, USA.

Wasserman, J.L., Loukaitou-Sideris, A., Ding, H., Nelischer, C., 2023. The road, home:
challenges of and responses to homelessness in State transportation environments.
Transp. Res. Interdiscip. Perspect. 21. https://doi.org/10.1016/].trip.2023.100890.

Watch, H.R., “You have to move!” the cruel and ineffective criminalization of unhoused
people in Los Angeles. Los Angeles, California, USA: 2024.

Waters, G., 2022. From Place of Abandonment to Place of Sanctuary: Sheltering the
Homeless. University of Cincinatti, Cincinatti, Ohio.

Westoll, N., 2023. Peterborough Builds 50 Transitional Tiny homes, But No Similar Plan
in Toronto yet.

Wilson, A.B., Mahadevan, T., Villodas, M., Rodriguez, M., Bailliard, A., Cuddeback, G.,
2022. Tiny homes are huge for people living with serious mental illness. Res. Soc.
Work Pract. 32 (7), 816-825. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731520961448.

26

Wellbeing, Space and Society 10 (2026) 100339

Wilson, J., 2021. Operationalizing a New Method For Defining and Scaling Social
Innovations Using Tiny Home Communities as a Case Study Denver. University of
Denver, Colorado, USA.

Win, S., 2023. Seismic Performance of Tiny Houses On Experimental Tests and
Computational Analysis. San Francisco State University, San Francisco.

Winkler, B., Peterson, H., Hall, M., "Independent living facilities as affordable housing
and homelessness response research". 2022.

Wong, A., Chen, J., Dicipulo, R., Weiss, D., Sleet, D.A., Francescutti, LH., 2020.
Combatting homelessness in Canada: applying lessons learned from six tiny villages
to the Edmonton Bridge Healing Program. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 17 (17).
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17176279. Epub 20200828PubMed PMID:
32872284; PubMed Central PMCID: PMC7503437.

Wood, J., 2023. The Design of Tiny Homes and Their Significance Within Our
Environment and Communities. Oakland University, Rochester Hills, Michigan, USA.

World Bank, 2025. World Bank country and Lending Groups: washington, DC, United
States. https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-wor
1d-bank-country-and-lending-groups.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0134
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0027
https://doi.org/10.5198/jtlu.2021.2020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2023.100890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0136
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0017
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731520961448
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0138
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0140
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17176279
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0142
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-5581(25)00104-6/sbref0142
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups

	Better than Nothing? A scoping review on tiny homes and sleeping cabins as a response to homelessness in high-income countries
	Introduction
	What are “tiny homes” and “sleeping cabins?”
	What is the evidence for THSCs as a response to homelessness?
	The current study

	Methodology
	Search strategy
	Study selection
	Data extraction
	Narrative synthesis

	Findings
	Narrative synthesis
	Theme 1: THSCs as a viable component of a broader solution to homelessness
	Sub-Theme: the “Value add” of THSCs
	Theme 2: how to make it happen
	Sub-Theme: problems arising during implementation
	Theme 3: critical perspectives on the use of THSCs as a response to homelessness
	Sub-Theme: inconsistency regarding what THSCs are or should be
	Theme 4: it’s better than nothing


	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Ethics statement
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Supplementary materials
	References




